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Ordinance 14464

Proposed No. 2002-0074.2 Sponsers Pelz and McKenna

AN ORDINANCE relating to public transportation;
amending the Comprehensive Plan for Public
Transportation ratified by Ordinance 11032, Section 28, as
amended by Ordinance 12060; and adopting the Six-Year

Transit Development Plan for 2002-2007.

For purposes of effective public transportation planning, the
metropolitan King County council makes the following legislative
findings:

1. By Resolution 6641 passed on October 21, 1993, the council of
the former municipality of metropolitan Seattle ("Metro Council")
adopted a Comprehensive Plan for Public Transpprtation.

2. The Comprehensive Plan for Public Transportation was ratified
by the King County council by adoption of Ordinance 11032,

Section 28, and K.C.C. 28.48.010, which ratified all resolutions of
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the Metro Council not expressly repealed or inconsistent with other

ordinances.

3. The Comprehensive Plan for Public Transportation was amended by the King
County council by adoption of Ordinance 12060, Section 1, which updated the
percentage allocations for the subareas.

4. Ordinance 12060 also adopted a Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 1996-
2001, which has since guided implementation of service changes and
improvements in a way consistent with the new public transportation service
structure envisioned in the Comprehensive Plan for Public Transportation.

5. Additional farebox revenue and operating funds are expected to be available to
finance continuing improvements to the public transportation system through the
year 2007.

6. Pursuant to RCW 35.58.2795, King County is required to prepare

a six -year transit development plan for each year and the ensuing

five years.

7. The Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 2002 to 2007

adopted by this ordinance is intended to provide further guidance

about the priorities for improvements to the public transportation

system.

8. The Six-Year Transit Development Plan adopted by this

ordinance is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan for Public

Transportation and the King County Comprehensive Plan.
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9. The Six-Year Transit Development Plan adopted by this

ordinance specifies objectives and strategies the impacts of which

were described in the system plan final environmental impact

statement ("FEIS") adopted by the Metro Council in September of

1993 in conhection with its adoption of the Comprehensive Plan for

Public Transportation. The FEIS was issued in March of 1993 and

is entitled "The Regional Transit System Plan Final Environmental

Impact Statement.” As indicated in the January 30, 2002, addendum

to the FEIS, the environmental impacts of the Six-Year Transit

Development Plan adopted by this ordinance are the same or less,

and not significantly different, thgn those that are identified in the

FEIS.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY:

SECTION 1. Policy 3.4.1 of the Comprehensive Plan for Public Transportation,
adopted by Resolution 6641 of the Metro Council, ratified by operation of Ordinance 11032,
Section 28, and amended by Ordinance 12060, Section 1, is hereby amended to read as
follows:

Distribution of any new service resources shall be consistent with the Six-Year
Transit Development Plan, as it may be amended from time to time.

SECTION 2. The Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 2002 to 2007,
Attachment A to this ordinance, is hereby adopted.

SECTION 3. The deséription and analysis of sample public transportation services,

capital facilities and guidelines contained in the Six-Year Transit Development Plan for
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2002 to 2007: Appendices, Attachment B to this ordinance, illustrate and support the
concepts, objectives and strategies of the Six -Year Transit Development Plan, but are not
parts of the adopted plan and nothing in Attachment B to this ordinance shall be construed
as creating any obligation or commitment by the county to provide service or construct a
facility.

SECTION 4. The "Public Involvement Report Summary,”" Attachment C to this
ordinance, documents public reaction to the Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 2002 to
2007, including a number of suggestions for specific service and capital facility
improvements. Specific additions, deletions or modifications to existing public
transportation services and facilities shall be made through the annual service change and
annual capital budget processes.

SECTION 5. The "Addendum to the Regional Transit System Plan Final
Environmental Impact Statement,” Attachment D to this ordinance, explains how the Six-
Year Transit Development Plan for 2002 to 2007 is related to the alternatives analyzed in
the 1993 Regional system Plan FEIS previously adopted in connection with the
Comprehensive Public Transportation Plan. The addendum further documents that general
environmental impacts of the Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 2002 to 2007 have
been considered and found not substantially different from those that were considered in
said FEIS. Project-level environmental review will precede implementation of the capital
components of the Six-Year Transit Development Plan adopted by this ordinance.

SECTION 6. The Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 2002 to 2007 adopted by

this ordinance supersedes Section II(B), entitled, “Operating Subsidy Allocation,” and
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84 Section II(C), entitled, “Schedule Maintenance Hours,” which is contained in the Transit
85 Program Financial Policies adopted by Motion 10738.

86

Ordinance 14464 was introduced on 2/11/2002 and passed by the Metropolitan King
County Council on 9/9/2002, by the following vote:

Yes: 9 - Mr. von Reichbauer, Ms. Lambert, Mr. Pelz, Mr. McKenna, Mr.
Pullen, Mr. Gossett, Ms. Hague, Mr. Irons and Ms. Patterson

No: 3 - Ms. Sullivan, Mr. Phillips and Mr. Constantine
Excused: 1 - Ms. Edmonds

KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

yothia Sullivan,
ATTEST:

Z)\\\N\‘U\M\&

Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council

0n WY 61 d38 20

APPROVED this E ? day of 002.

on Sims, County Executive

Attachments A. Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 2002 to 2007, B. Six-Year Transit
Development Plan for 2002 to 2007: Appendices RTC Recommended September
2002, C. Public Involvement Report Summary Proposed Initiatives for the Six-Year
Transit Development Plan King County Metro Transit Fall 2001, D. Addendum to the

Regional Transit System Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement, Six-Year Transit
Development Plan for 2002-2007
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Section One:
Executive Summary

The Six-Year Plan for Public Transportation 2002-2007 (“the six-year plan,” or
“the plan”) will continue the successful efforts of the 1996 - 2001 plan to move
people throughout urban King County with a network of restructured services, and
supporting passenger facilities. The 1996 - 2001 plan triggered a countywide
reorientation of transit services in the late 1990s to make transit more relevant to
changing travel needs at all levels—regionally, locally, and among the numerous
cities and neighborhoods of King County.

This plan constitutes King County Metro’s six-year transit development and
financial program in compliance with state law requirements (RCW 35.58.2795).

The plan sets forth objectives and strategies for transit, parai_raﬁsit, rideshare
services and supporting capital facilities in King County, and establishes the -
policy basis on which annual operating and capital program decisions are made.

The transit investments identified and prioritized in this plan are focused on
congestidn relief and improved mobility. Congestion relief investments target
congested corridors and activity centers to increase ridership and improve the

~ operating environment to increase bus speeds and reliability. Mobility
investments emphasize improvements in frequencies and increased span of
service in areas of Kiﬁg County with transit-supportive land use and higher
ridership potential. Complementing the focus on congestion relief and mobility is o
a continued focus on service efficiency—improving capacity »utiliiation, reducing
duplication, improving unproductive service or re-allocating resources away from

it, and creating transit-oriented development projects.

1-1 King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan (February 2002) -
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Service, capital and management elements in this plan include:
* More convenient and frequent services, particularly to and between
activity centers outside of downtown Seattle

» Strengthened linkage between service and facility investments and the
actions of others

= Increased parking capacity and service at a number of park-and-ride
locations

. Imprdv_ed coordination with regional transit services
* Continued emphasis on private and public partnerships

= Ongqing evaluation of services and plan progress

Figure 1-1 summarizes the process used to develop the Six-Year Plan.

2000 2001 2002
Q4 a1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1

Information about the Plan

Discussion Report - Issues and

Areas for Policy Development >

Review/Comment — Issues '

Discussion Report

Metro Transit Division — Proposed ' >

Initiatives for the Six-Year Plan

Review/Comment - Proposed
Initiatives

" {Public Outreach

King County Executive —
Recommended Six-Year Plan

Figure 1-1 Six Year Plan Development Schedule

The detailed revenue and expenditure assumptions used as the basis for the Six-
Year Plan are identified both in the Metro Transit Division’s adopted 2002
operating/capital budget and financial plan. An updated forecast for 2002 to 2007
incorporates the current recession. This updated forecast would enable system
growth of about 65,000 annual service hours. The plan addresses the next »
400,000 hours of system growth and prioritizes services to be phased in, given
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actual revenues from current sources in the next six years. Future updates of the
plan will incorporate significant changes from the current financial forecast,
affecting the phasing, quantity and types of both service and capital projects to
best meet the goals of the plan within the resources that are available.

Planning for transit must start with the recognition that new transit investments
are needed in the entire Metro system. All urban areas of King County need new
investments in order to increase transit ridership. It is especially important that
Metro invest in routes with long-term growth p‘otential, recognizing that ﬁderslrip
may initially be at lower levels. Routes serving transit-dependent, low-income
neighborhoods, Urban Centers and other densely populated neighborhoods also
need increased investment. In many such locations, buses are overcrowded and
riders need relief. In others, large numbers of riders could be quickly attracted,
with significant impacts on congestron and air quallty

It is a high priority for future planning to increase the transit resources available to
all of King County. Communities that are accommodating housing and
employment growth consistent with the Growth Management Act must have the
transit resources to meet the needs of their growing residential and employee .
populations. New service and capital investments should further the goal of
building a productive, high-quality transit system that will merit increased pubhc
support in the future.

The objectives, strategies and priorities in the six-year plan are consistent with the
King County Long-Range Policy Framework for Public Transportation, the King
County Comprehensive Plan, the King County Countywide Planning Policies and
the Metropolitan Transportation Plan “Destination 2030” adopted by the Puget
Sound Regional Council. The plan also takes into account other regional planning
efforts completed or underway in the region including Sound Transit’s regional
transit system plan, and state and local plans for major transportation facility
investments. |

Consistent with the State Growth Management Act requirement that
transportation planning be coordinated with local comprehensive plans, this plan
focuses the improvement of transit services and facilities in the designated Urban
Growth Area (UGA) of King County. The plan also establishes a strong link

between land use and transit actions in order to make development as well as

1-3 King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan. (February 2002)
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transit services and facilities more efficient. The continued support of
development within the UGA with higher levels of transit service is a central
component of the region’s growth strategy and of this plan. Enhanced transit
service is an incentive to jurisdictions that accommodate growth and create more

transit-friendly dévelopments.

Six-Year Plan Objectives:

The objectives of the plan describe the aréas of emphasis of the long-range vision
for the transit system during the 2002 to 2007 period. These objectives form the
basis for specific plan strategies to carry out the plan.

1. Improve public transportation access to travel destinations by reconfiguring
~ current service, adding new services and passenger facilities, and pursuing

innovative solutions and partnerships.

2. Provide higher bus service levels to established urban and
manufacturing/industrial activity centers in King Coimty. Develop service
improvements within urban areas along key freeway and Regional Arterial
Network (RAN) corridors. |

3. Enhance service to and within jurisdictions that aggressively implement local
land use plans, growth management strategies and regulations to facilitate

development that is supportive of transit service.

4. Provide and support transportation demand management actions in

coordination with major employers, local jurisdictions, and other agencies.

5. Design and modify services and infrastructure to be more efficient and
effective. Reinvest resources from unsuccessful services in a manner that is

consistent with the overall system development concept.

6. Design and provide efficient service to major destinations and along corridors
through an integrated network of service provided by King County Metro,
Sound Transit, Community Transit, Pierce Transit, and the Washington State
Ferry System.

14 King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan (February 2002)
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7. Make improvements to the transit operating environment in locations and

along corridors where actual or potential for high ridership exists and where

local jurisdictions provide the necessary supporting plans, policies, permits
and/or funding to do so.

8. Improve access for pedestrians (including persons with disabilities) and

bicyclists as well as the waiting environment at transit facilities with the
highest use.

Six-Year Plan Strategies for 2002 to 2007

Twenty-seven plan strategies provide the direction for service and system
development from 2002 to 2007. These strategies fall into five categories:

Management
Service

Capital
Implementation

Financial

. Management Strategies

The plan’s management strategies provide methods to assess the success of plan

implementation and the development of service and system improvements

through ongoing performance and outcome measurement.

Strategy M-1

Establish a series of targets for measuring success in meeting the

objectives of the Six-Year Plan in each of four long-range policy areas, as

-shown in Table 3-1. Evaluate progress using these targets periodically and

_ at the time of Six-Year Plan updates.
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Strategy M-2

Regularly monitor customer satisfaction using measures that assess system
changes and improvements through regular surveys of riders and non-

riders.

Strategy M-3 |

Regularly monitor and report bus service performance and ridership
systemwide and at the route level to identify ‘services that may require
modification, expansion or termination based on their performance. By
April 1, 2003, develop and recommend to the RTC a new process for

- reviewing and reporting performance against a peer group, using the
National Transit Database’s standard measures of performance in
effectiveness, efficiency, (;ost-effectiveness, and the four-part structure
recommended by the 1999 Transit Management Audit. Develop progress

targets for these measures.

Service Strategies

The plan’s service strategies direct a continued emphasis on efficiency and
improved service design; increased service levels on a core network of routes
connecting major activity centers, particularly in East and South King County; the
addition of services in the peak commuting period; new or improved services in
each subarea consistent with local pribriﬁes that will serve the highest ridership
demand; and improved connections to employment areas outside the traditional
central hub of downtown Seattle. King County Metro will continue efforts to
integrate bus, vanpool and rideshare services with other innovative and

-complementary services and programs to increase HOV use and establish
commute partnerships with public and private partners. The paratransit program

~ will continue efforts to provide and develop the most cost-effective transportation

options for people who are transportation disadvantaged due to age, disability or
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income. Fiﬁally, two strategies address the integration of services with the
network of other regional transit providers and the mobility requirements of

students.
Strategy S-1

Pursue efficiencies in existing services in major transit corridors including,
but not limited to, those listed in Table 4-1. Reinvest savings from these

efforts within the planning subarea in which they are generatéd.
Strategy S-2

Improve transit on-time performance through service design, shortening of
route length, -splitting‘ of unreliable through-route pairs, and schedule
maintenance of existing services. Schedule maintenance hours shall be
reserved in amounts equal to one-third of new service investments up to
0.5% of total annual service hours with the remaining two-thirds of new
service hours allocated according to Strategy IM-3. The séhedule
maintenance hour allocation shall be achieved in accordance with the
timetable éstablished in Strategy IM-3 without regard to subareas.
Schedule maintenance hours that are not uéed for schedule maintenance in
each year shall be used for new service. To the extent that schedule
maintenance requirements exceed the service hours available under this
policy, reduction of existing services within the same subarea will be used

to fund schedule maintenance needs.

In the event that scheédule maintenance hours are proposed at a level
exceeding 0.5% of total annual service hours by the Department of
Transportation, the Regional Transit Committee shall review tlﬁs proposal
and recommend any change in allocation policy to the Metropolitan King

County Council.
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Strategy S-3

Improve service levels on existing routes and create new routes serving
established urban and manufacturing/industrial centers and urban areas
where, because of population or employment clusters, ridership and transit
use is projected to be the highest. Improve frequenmes to support existing
demand and attract more nders on a core network of key connectlons as

listed in Table 4-2 and shown in Fi igure 4-1.

Strategy S-4

Identify areas of urban King County to ‘become ehglble for enhanced

transit service when they meet the following criteria:

= By meeting or exceeding prorated established housing and
population targets, or ’

= By encouraging higher density development and pedestrian
activity through adopted regulations and policies that promote
mixed-uses, establish minimum densities, reduce parking
requirements, and carry out other efforts that support" transit

supportive development.

Preference will be given to areas that realize community or neighborhood

development consistent with these criteria.

Strategy S-5

1-8

Coordinate with the appropriate jurisdictions and agencies to define the
project elements and costs associated with the development of a Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) system identified in Figure 4-4. Utilizing West Subarea
new and existing service hours, move towards full implementation of BRT

service in the Aurora Avenue North Corridor and develop strategies for

: .implementation of a future BRT system.

King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan (February 2002)
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Strategy S-6

Provide more service capacity at newly built or eXpanded park-and-ride
lots as warranted by ridership demand at those locations. When identified
as a subarea priority, make a portion of the new service investment
available for innovative vanpool programs to support park-and-ride lot

based transit service. -

Strategy S-7

Improve community mobility options through increase in service levels on

 existing routes or through the creation of new service in transit-supportive
‘higher household and/or employment density areas. Within each subarea,

develop service proposals to serve residential and employment areas with
the highest ridership demand and to promote circulation within
communities. In the communities where flexible service and other King
County Metro mobility products and services connecting to the all-day
service network can be provided more cost-effectively than fixed-route
service, those services should be expanded in conjunction with

modifications and improvements to the existing system.

Strategy S-8

Develop cost-effective alternatives to supplement federally mandated

‘paratransit service and to provide transportation services to persons who

are transportation-disadvantaged due to age, disability or income. Explore -
ways to help paratransit-eligible persons and other persons with
disabilities and seniors on mobility products and services available to the

general public, such as vanpools.

Strategy S-9

' Using a combination of fixed route service, transportation demand

management actions and additional transit and HOV products, develop
transportation alternatives to reduce single-occupant vehicle (SOV) use in
the targeted areas shown in Figure 4-5. Develop partnerships with local
jurisdictions, employers and institutions, using pricing strategies and

King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan (February 2002)
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packaging services and products so that these alternatives benefit the

partners and their employees, residents or community.

Strategy S-10
Work with the appropriate agencies to achieve integrated, cost-effective
and efficient operation of public transportation services in King County
addressing the needs of current and potential riders. Participate in
transportation system planning efforts including state and regional projects
of countywide significance to identify potential transit service and capitai

elements and funding.
Strategy S-11

Ensure that the mobility requirements of student paéseng_érs are }'ecoghizcd
on a par with those in school districts that choose to participate in Student
Transit programs. Participating districts will reimburse King County for

all student transit expenses.
Strategy S-12

Work with private and public agencies to develop strategies for using
public transportation services to address congestion due to special events.
Strategies may include street use; transit priority, and other strategies
under the jurisdiction of King County Metro or local govemmenfs. By
March 2003, report on these potential strategies to the Regional Transit
Committee. The strategies shall address extending tunnel 6pefating hours
for expanded special e\)ent service where current requirements for 100

percent cost recovety are met.
Capital Strategies

- The plan’s capital strategies provide for the necessary maintenance, expansion and
improvement of transit facilities and equipment to support the objectives of the

plan. The strategies provide for capital infrastructure and operating environment
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improvements integrated with the deliver}; of service, including the ongoing

maintenance of transit assets and the expansion of maintenance base capacity.

- Investments in facilities and systems will take advantage of opportunities for

efficiencies by using cost-effective advanced technology. Additionally, the plan
directs capital resources to the expansion of park-and-ride capacity in highly
congested corridors and adopts a systematic approach to improving transit speed
and reliability while making route and passenger facility improvements on

corridors with higher service levels and ridership.

Strategy C-1

Maintain, replace, and upgrade current facilities, equipment and systems
based on customary and reasonable public transportation and engineering

practices and the anticipated use of such facilities, equipment and systems.

Strategy C-2

Improve transit passenger facility access, shelter, lighting, bus stop
locations and other amenities to enhance the waiting environment. In
addition to general improvements throughout the system, focus a portion
of resources on the target corridors identified in Figure 5-1, through

cooperation and coordination with local jurisdictions.

Strategy C-3

Partner with state and local governments to improve transit operating
efficiency and route facilities, and to create speed, safety, and reliability
improvements on important transit corridors. In cooperation with local
Jurisdictions, focus on the target corridors identified in Figure 5-1.

- Strategy C-4
Expand park and ride capacity in congested corridors with full or
overcrowded park and ride facilities as identified in Figure 5-2. Support
dévelopment of a series of small owned or leased park and ride lots along
low density suburban routes in order to create artificially higher densities

to enhance the ridership base. Use the Transit-oriented Development
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(TOD) program to further éxpand park and ride opportunities through joint
use of new parking capacity and financing partnerships. Where these lots
have unused capacity, encourage their use by vanpools and park-and-

pbols.
Strategy C-5 - .

Replace and expand the transit fleet so that the size, fleet mix, and _
individual fleet procurements are consistent with service projections and
operating charactéristics. Achieve more efficient operations using features
including efficient propulsion éystems, advanced maintenance '
technologies and integrated on-board systems on transit coaches.

Encourage expansion of the vanpool program.

Strategy C-6

Expand transit operating base capacity in the areas identified and as
described in an adopted King County Metro Transit Operating Facilities
Strategic Plan to support transit fleet growth projected to occur through the
year 2020.

Implementation Strategies

The implementation strategies of the plan provide a phasmg timeline and establish
pnorltles for the use of new service resources to unplement service improvements,
given a forecast of future system growth that is currently very low. Due to the
volatility of the primary current revenue source — the sales tax — the plan --
establishes a range of service improvements that would be accompiished should

increased revenues be available.
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Strategy IM-1

Investment Priorities: For the period 2002 to 2007, available operatmg resources

shall be invested in: :

A) Higher priority— Provide up to 65,000 annual service hours of new service
resources or re-invest existing resources for the following purposes (not listed

in pnonty order):

i) Bus rapid transit service in candidate corridors when identified as a -
subarea priority;

i) Selected new or.expanded park-and-ride locations in King County ,
identified in Strategy IM-2;

iii) Services with ovefcrowdin-g or showing the highest potential for gromh in
ridership. These include but may not be limited to those core network
services identified as priority investment connections in Table 4-2;

iv) Re—in-vestment and restructuring of services to integrate with Sound

Transit Regionél Express and Sounder programs

B) Lower priority - Provide new or re-invest existing bus service resources in the

following amounts and for the following purposes:

1) Useup to 100,000 annual service hours, including those investments
resulting from implementation of Strategy IM-1, Section A) 1), to improve
additional peak period services, respond to rid‘ership growth in key

~ corridors or to selected destinations with high peak period ridership

potential

1i) Useup td 200,000 annual service hours, including those investments
resulting from implementation of Strategy IM-1 ‘Section A) i1), to improve -
span of service and frequency towards 2007 target levels on the core
network services identified as priority investment connections in Table 4-
2;

iii) Use up to 100,000 annual service hours, in addition to those investments

resulting from implementation of Strategy IM-1.A to improve services
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identified as subarea priorities in the subarea-based community planning

process.
Strategy IM-2

Optimize the timing and implementation of service and capital
investments to maximize the efficient use of tranéii resources in meeting
public transportation goals. Phase service to match completion dates of
planned park-and-ride expansions, start-up of new Sound Transit services
and to complete service invesﬁnents consistent with priorities identified in

Strategy IM-1 as new, sustainable service resources allow.

Strategy IM-3

The implementation of transit service hours as stated in strategy IM-1 and
IM-2 above shall use the following framework for transit service

allocation.

~ With the implementation of each 200,000 annual hours of service
investments described in Strategy IM-1, each King County Metro planning
subarea would receive a share of actual service hours implemented as

follows: East 40%, South 40% and Séattle/North King County 20%.

Any systemwide reduction in service investment shall be distributed
among the subareas in proportion to each subarea’s share of the total

service investment.
Strategy IM-4

Conduct a community planning process in which transit riders, local
Jurisdictions, unincorporated area councils, employers, and educational
institutions participate in the design and implementation of signiﬁca’nt
changes to existing service. Use service and capital strategies consistent
with the service priorities described in Strategy IM-1. Involve the

community, local jurisdictions and subarea groups in the development of
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recommendations for updates of the Six-Year Plan at least every two years
or more frequently if changing conditions or priorities dictate. Utilize

overall roles and responsibilities as shown in Table 6-1.

Plan updates shall address significant operating changes and capital
improvements anticipated in the next six years as well as any revision to
adopted strategies necessitated by significantly changed circumstances

affecting the transit program.

Financial Strategies

A central goal of King County Metro’s financial planning activities is stability of
the transit system and financial integrity of the Public Transportation Fund. This
goal is accomplished through prudent planning that uses reasonable economic
assumptlons along with specific programmatic plans to project future revenues
expenditures and resulting fund balances.

The financial strategies of the plan include pursuit of available state and federal
grant sources and continues the long-standing policy of pursuing financial
partnerships and economic development with local Jurisdictions and other public
and private entities. Additionally, a goal to achieve 25% operations revenue to
operating expense ratio is maintained.

Strategy F-1

Pursue a combination of farebox and other operations revenue to maintain -
a target bus operating revenue-to-operating expense ratio of at least 25

percent.
‘Strategy F-2:

Pursue grants to fund projects that have been identified as necessary to
support system service priorities or maintain the syStem as outlined in this

plan.
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Strategy F-3

Pursue opportunities for partnerships and economic development with
communities, emplbyers, other transit agencies, fedéral and state
governments and vendors to expand resources to support transit serﬁces
and supporting capital facilities. Explore the use of adiréltis;ing to support

shelter program expansion and enhancements..

- To determine the viability of extending the current Ride Free Area (RFA)
or entering into agreements for new RFA in additional King County
Communities, the Department of Transportation will provide a report to
the Regional Transit Committee by June 2003, which identifies the issues
assoqiated with the implementation of additional RFA. The analysis will
consider three potential éccnarios: an extension of the existing downtown
Seattle RFZ, a RFA for another Seattle urban neighborhood, such as
‘Ballard, Capitol Hill or the University District, and a RFA for one or

more suburban cities. RFA analysis will include the following factors:
1. Operating cost impacts
- 2. Revenue impacts
3. Security and driver impacts

4. Revenue recovery from RFZ “partners” or net cost (operation savings

plus revenue loss) -
5. Customer impacts
6. Partner agency impacts

7. Comparison with alternatives (e.g. free circulators, token/ticket

program
8. Or other factors as determined by the RTC.

The RFA analyses will be presented to the Regional Transit Committee by
June 2003.
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Strategy F-4

Ensure the maximum benefit is derived from available transit revenues

by:

Focusing capital expénditurcs on projects that directly support service

investments;

Refining capital improvement program expenditure assumptions to

improve annual accomplishment rates;

Revising lifespan assumptions to reflect actual experience when
planning for the replacement of the transit fleet and other equipment

and facilities;

'Increasing the amount of service in the operating program by reducing:

annual underexpenditure levels, and

Replenishing the Transit Fare Stabilization and Operating
Enhancement Reserve to enable the operating program to respond to

unforeseen revenue or expenditure circumstances.
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Section Two:
Planning Context

Introduction

The Six-Year Plan for Public Transportation 2002-2007 (six-year plan) will
continue the successful efforts of the previously adopted plan to create a multi-
destinational network of services and facilities. The adopted plan triggered a
county-wide reorientation of transit services in the late 1990s; this reorientation
was made in an effort to make transit more relevant to changing travel needs at all
levels—regionally, locaily, and among the numerous cities and neighborhoods of
King County.

Results of this effort are promising: Ridership in 2000 was at record levels for
King County Metro; service efficiency has improved in all areas of the county;
historic declines in transit use per capita have reversed direction; the number of
households with residents using transit has increased; and significant progress
towards very aggressive commute trip reduction goals is evident in numerous
employment sites around the county. Successful, innovative efforts to reduce
single occupant vehicle commuting through partnerships with major institutions

and employers have received national reco gnition.

The six-year plan sets forth objectives and strategies for transit, paratransit,
rideshare services, transportation demand management and supporting facilities in
King County. It establishes the policy basis on which annual operating and capital
program decisions can be made. The plan serves as an implementation guide,
intended for update as changing conditions or priorities dictate.

‘Relatiohship to Other Plans

The objectives and strategies in the six-year plan are consistent with the King
County Long-Range Policy Framework for Public Transportation (LPRF), the
King County Comprehensive Plan, the King County Countywide Planning
Policies and the Metropolitan Transportation Plan “Destination 2030” adopted by

21 King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan (February 2002)
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the Puget Sound Regional Council. The plan proposes that transit services and’
facilities be focussed in the urban areas of King County. The plan also establishes
a strong link between land use and transit actions in order to make development,
as well as transit services and facilities, more efficient. The continued
development and continued support of King County's Designated Urban Growth
Area with higher levels of transit service are central components of the region’s
growth strategy.

The plan is consistent with state and federal law, and recognizes other planning
efforts completed or under way in the region. These include local jurisdiction
comprehensive plans, 'SbUn_d Transit’s regional transit system plan, and state and
local plans for major transportation facility investments.

— 28—
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Figure 2-1. Approximate King County Public Transportation Planning Subareas
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Recent System Trends

The transit system is meeting or exceeding the 1996-2001 plan progress targets.
Customer satisfaction levels remain high, and the public remains confident in

King County’s ability to operate a quality transit system.

King County Metro Transit ridership is at an ali-time high. There were over 100
million riders in 2000, representing almost a twenty-five percent increase in -
ridership since 1995. ‘ '

Service efficiency has increased in all areas of the county. System level
boardings of 30.4 per bus service hour in 2000 exceed the target for 2001 set in
1995 of 26.5 boardings per bus service hour. |

System Ridership 1995 to 2000*
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& 90 /
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1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

*Annual passenger unlinked trips on bus, dial-a-ride, paratransit, vanpool and special services

Transit mobility, as measured by the number of households using transit and
boardings per capita, has increased in all areas of the county. The total number of
households with residents using transit in the past month (October 2000 survey)
increased countywide from 1995 to 2000. Overail usage of the system, measured
by boardings per capita, was 58.4 in 2000, already exceeding the plan target for
2001 of 51.0.
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Research

The 2000 census and régional travel data show continued change in countywide
travel patterns. When all modes are considered, the data show a decrease in the
percentage of King County travel to Seattle in general and to downtown Seattle in
particular, with a concurrent rapid increase in suburb-to-suburb and intra-
community trips. Even with this trend, downtown Seattle continues to be the
strongest market for transit because of its size and the relatively high cost of
parking. Consequently, it is important that transit continue to expaﬁd service to
respond to more dispersed travel destinations, while still focusing on the markets
where it can be most competitive, such as downtown Seattle, the University
District and downtown Bellevue.

Surveys of King County residents provide an indication of their service pﬁoﬁties
for the 2002-2007 six-year plan. Figure 2-2 and 2-3 highlight results by subarea
of an early 2001 survey of King County transit riders and non-riders'. The
relatively strong interest in all kinds of service suggests that, to be successful, the

plan should strike a balance among competing needs.

100% -
17 16% 15% 16 %)
9, A e e ST
80% RAEs :‘:? ey 5 M Neighborhood shuttle
29% ?g‘._{_' %5{ ; 23’, service to local business
60% - SO A 5 ' and shopping areas
Commuter services to
16% 8% 7% suburban work places
40% - 3%
More buses or shuttles
20% between smaller cities
EMore express buses to
0% T major destinations
East Sea/NKC  South Total

Question: Which of the following services do you feel is
most needed in King County?

Figure 2-2 Most Needed Transit Services

! Six-Year Plan "New Priorities" Study - King County Metro Transit Management Information and
Transit Technology (MITT), January 2001 ,
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Question: Which of the following do you think is the most fair way for
’ Metro to provide transit service?

Figure 2-3 Most Fair Way to Provide Transit Service

Increasing ridership will mean both attracting riders for whom usihg thebusisa
choice rather than a necessity, as well as increasing the number of transit trips taken by
occasional riders. The aforementioned 2001 survey of King County transit riders
and non-riders asking for information on their priorities for new service yielded

the following results:

* Respondents in King County would like more transit services—more
‘express buses to major destinations, more buses between smaller

cities and more commuter services to suburban worksites.

* A majority of respondents think it is more important to add bus
service in as many areas as possible, than it is to add more bus service

in a few key areas.

*® About half of the respondents want more service between park-and-
ride lots and their destinations; the other half would like to see more
bus service from within walking distance of their homes to their

* destinations. Resbondents from East and South King County were

more inclined to want additional park-and-ride lots.

" Almost 60 percent of respondents would like more bus service added
to current routes; while approximately 40 percent prefer to see new

bus service to areas where there is currently little or no service.
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* The vast majority of respondents think the fairest way to provide
transit service is to add it to areas with either the worst traffic

congestion or with the most riders.

" Fewer than 15 percent of respondents think the fairest way to provide -
transit service is to add it to areas with the most population or to areas
contributing the most transit taxes. '

Research’ into what attracts transit ridérship suggests that:
* Directness of travel and frequency of service are the most important
service attributes.

* Respondents are willing to drive to a park-and-ride lot and ride a bus

from the lot when the service is provided on a frequent basis

= Riders prefer buses that use dedicated roadways, signal priority, and
HOV lanes because they typically provide faster and more reliable
service

* Riders would like to be certain that buses will consistently arrive at
their destinations on schedule

" Ruders expect a high level of comfort and cleanliness at transit

centers, shelters, as well as in vehicles

* Ruders expect fares to be competitive—significantly lower than the

perceived cost of operating and parking a car

2 King County Metro Rider/Non-Rider Survey 2000, Metro Information and Transit Technology
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Regional Freeway and Arterial Network Congestion

On the King County network of limited access corridors, park-and-ride demand is
exceeding available capacity in several locations. A recently completed
Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) study* concluded that
the “unconstrained” demand for park-and-ride spaces would be met by the
addition of as many as 12,000 new park-and-ride spaces by the year 2020. During
the 2002 to 2007 period, King County Metro and Sound Transit plan"a combined
increase of about 6,000 parking spacés at park-and-ride facilities, responding to
the demand suggested by this study for the period from 2000 to 2010 (see Figure
2-4).

As traffic continues to grow, the operating conditions for transit deteriorates
without the introduction of priority treatments. This plan addresses the avoidance
of service deterioration through the application of bus speed and reliability
strategies that are highly dependent upon the commitment and participation of
local jurisdictions and other state and local partners to achieve, preservation of
funding for schedule maintenance separate from the allocation of hours for new
services, and service design.

4 “King County Park & Ride Demand Estimation Study.” Prepared for King County and
Washington State Department of Transportation by Parsons Brinckerhoff, January 2001.
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Figure 2-4 Park and Ride Demand and 2000 to 2010 Programmed Expansion
(King County and Sound Transit Projects Combined)

Transit Financing

Since the elimination of Motor Vehicle Excise Tax (MVET) revenues with the
passage of [-695, King County Metro is now more reliant on sales tax revenue.
Because of this, short-term periodic upturns or downturns in the County’s
economy will have a greater impact on the public transportation fund than in the
past.

The forecast of financial resources for the next six years limits the opportunity for
the system to expand. The level of expansion is not known and is dependent on
the strength of the economy. The plan addresseé this uncertainty by describing a
target package of improvements requiring resources beyond those currently
forecast and identifying priorities aniong different types of service as well as

factors to be used in selecting specific investments to be made on an annual basis.
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~ Subarea Planning

The LRPF divides Metro’s service area into three geographic subareas for the
purpose of planning and allocating new platform hours. These subareas répresent
areas where travel and develbpment patterns provide a common basis for planning
public transport‘atio_n. (See Figure 2-1.) |

The LRPF states that local jurisdictions are to be actively involved in a
collaborative .prbc_esé for planning public transportation. Metro has worked
closely with local jhi'isdictions to ensure that service proposals respond to local
comprehensive plans where feasible. Throughout the development of this plan,
Metro has worked with groups of elected officials from each subarea, in addition
to other stakeholders and the general public. The subarea groups, compbsed of
local elected officials from affected jurisdictions, provided input and.guidance on
subarea needs, goals, and preferences for service. The groups are (1) the
SeaShore Transportation Forum, (2) the Eastside Transportation Program (ETP),
and (3) the South County Area Transportation Board (SCATBd).
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Section Three: | |
Plan Objectives and Managing the System

Intfoduction

This section reviews the policy basis and long-range vision guiding this Six-Year
Plan, as set forth in the Long Range Policy Framework (LRPF), also known as the
Comprehensive Plan for Public Transportation in King County. This section also
includes strategies to be used to measure plan outcomes and evaluate service
performance.

Six-Year Plan Objectives 2002 to 2007

The transit system is expected to serve a wide variety of travel markets and a
diverse set of users. Commute, shopping, recreation, student, and social service
trips are among the markets served. Services are designed within limited
resources to balance and accommodate as many of these needs as possible,
necessitating choices when needs compete. This plan directs the transit system to
serve new and expanded markets, maintain quality service for established

markets, and over time, improve ridership and cost-effectiveness.

This plan pursues system development strategies that are consistent with the
following objectives for the six-year period from 2002-2007. The strategies set
forth in this plan are derived from these objectives and are'designed to result in
measurable progress towards achieving these objectives and the long-range vision.

The following describes the objectives of the plan for 2002 to 2007, which
emphasize four policy areas from the Long-Range Policy Framework (LRPF).

3-1 King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan (February 2002)
RTC Recommended September 2002 37 —



Cost and Efficiency

From the Long-Range Policy Framework:
“Provide the most efficient and effective services and facilities possible within

available resources.”
Six-Year Plan Objective:

1. Design and modify services to be more efficient and effective. Reinvest
resources from unsuccessful services in a manner which is consistent with

the overall service concept.

Growth Management

From the Long-Range Policy Framework: |

“Support local and regional growth management plans and policies. Within
each subarea, focus new and existing services and facilities to support targeted
land use concentrations identified in local comprehensive and regional plans
and within the urbanized grthh area of King County”.

“Work with local jurisdictions to meet the goals and requirements related to
transit services and facilities that are contained in the Growth Management
Act, the Countywide Planning Policies and the Multi-County Planning

Policies.”
Six-Year Plan Objectives:

2. Provide higher bus service levels to established urban and
manufacturing/industrial activity centers in King County. Develop service
improvements within urban areas along key freeway and Regional Arterial
Network {RAN) corridors.

3. Enhance service to and within jurisdictions that aggressively implement
local land use plans, growth management strategies and regulations to

facilitate development that is supportive of transit service and ridership.
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Market Share

From the Long-Range Policy Framework:

“Increase the portion of trips by people using transit and ridesharing within
King County.”

Six-Year Plan Objectives:

4. Provide and support transportation demand mahagement actions in

conjunction with major employers, local jurisdictions, and other agencies..

5. Improve public transportation access to travel destinations by
reconfiguring current service, adding new services and passenger

facilities, and pursuing innovative solutions and partnerships.

Mobility
From the Long-Range Policy Framework:

“Improve transit access to jobs and other activities.”

“Increase travel opportunities on public transportation by developing a range
of integrated and complementary services and facilities, and making the
system easier to use and understand.”

Six-Year Plan Obj ectives:

6. Make improvements to the transit operating environment in locations and
along corridors where actual or potential for high ridership exists and
where local jurisdictions provide the necessary supporting plans, policies,

permits and/or funding to do so.

7. Improve access for pedestrians (including persons with disabilities) and
bicyclists as well as the waiting environment at transit facilities with the

highest use.

8. Design and provide efficient service to major destinations and along
corridors through an integrated network of service provided by King
County Metro, Sound Transit, Community Transit, Pierce Transit, and the

Washington State Ferry System.
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Keys to meeting the plan’s objectives include the ability to be innovative, to
improve the existing system, to balance changes geographically and among
markets, and to concentrate investments and programs for significant impacts.
Achieving cost-effective gains in ridership depends on improving service and
service efficiencies to major markets, such as downtown Seattle the University
District and downtown Bellevue, while designing and implementing productive
services that benefit other markets. Increases in ridership are dependent on
improved service reliability, frequency, span of service, travel times, connections,

rider information, security, and travel options.

System Developrhent Concept

The system development concept presented in this plan represents a continued
shift away from the service structure of 1995, which offered many one-seat rides
to a few key regional destinations, to a multi-destination network. The concept
maintains the quality of existing investments, builds directly on the transit
network changes of the last six years, and takes advantage of new technolo gy

applications to improve customer satisfaction.

The plan incorporates four initiatives to address congestion and mobility in King
County. Three of these initiatives focus on countywide system development—
increasing peak market share, expanding core network services, and integrating
with Sound Transit. - The fourth initiative—addressing local subarea priorities—
respects the need for flexibility in established subareas to pursue additional
priorities. In recognition of decades of growth and development and existing
levels of service, a greater proportion of future transit service investments will be
made in areas of King County outside of Seattle than that made in the past six
years.

The transit system currently provides extensive service coverage to people who
live within King County, particularly within the designated Urban Growth Area
(UGA). Within this area, nearly 96% of all households fall within one-quarter

3-4 King County Metro Six-Year Transit Developmeni Plan (February 2002)
RTC Recommended September 2002 2’_0 —



mile of a bus stop or within one and one-half mile of a permanent park-and-ride
lot' (See Figure 3-1, "King County Metro Bus System — Distance from Transit").

Additionally, Metro extends other transit and high-occupancy vehicle (HOV)
services and products, including vanpool, rideshare services, and employer
partnership programs, to all King County residents in order to provide them with
options to driving alone. Also, paratransit service that meets federal requirements
is provided to qualified persons with disabilities in a service area comparable to

Metro's non-commuter fixed route service.

Supporting Growth Management

King County, in accordance with the Washington State Growth Management Act
and in coordination with local jurisdictions, has implemented growth management
policies to strengthen the link between transit service levels and land use.
Development that creates higher concentrations of people and jobs provides
economies of scale in the delivery of service. Implementation of related policies,
such as limiting parking supply and establishing parking fees, increases the
demand for transit alternatives. Within King County, areas where growth and
growth management policies have combined to create strong, transit-supportive
conditions include downtown Seattle and environs, the University District, and
downtown Bellevue. These areas are the strongest transit ridership destinations in
the county.

In recent years, policies that directed growth into the Urban Growth Area (UGA)
have begun to show results — from 1990-1994, 89% of new housing growth
occurred within urban areas; with adoption of new comprehensive plans and
regulations in 1994-1995, new housing growth in urban areas has increased to
over 93%? of growth occurring. Rapid growth in many cities and urban,
unincorporated King County is increasing pressure on the transportation system to
provide additional bus and other transit services within the UGA.

! King County Metro GIS Application — Transit service and park-and-ride coverage as of Fall
2001.

?King County 2001 Benchmark Report
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The service design and supporting program emphases in the plan are a result of
the experience gained during successful implementation of the 1996 - 2001 Six-
Year Plan. The concept of a“transit-supportive area” developed by the
Transportation Research Board’, is introduced in the plan to more closely link
land use and transit investment where higher population, employment density and
potential ridership support a higher level of transit service operating all day. In
those areas where land use is not transit-supportive, attempts will be made to
work with jurisdictions to improve land uses, and to design and provide service
most appropriate to the transit market. |

Transit-oriented, more densely developéd areas can sustain higher levels of transit
service. This is especially true of those areas which are on track to successfully
reach their housing and employment targets established by the Countywide
Planning Policies, and those areas with limited parking supply, parking charges,
and/or good pedestrian environments. By using the concept of a “transit-
supportive area”, King County Metro can better work with local jurisdictions to
identify how best to provide transit-supportive environments and land use to
foster the development of convenient and well-used public transportation.

> Transit Capacity'and Quality of Service Manual. Transit Cooperative Research Program, Web
Document 6, 1998. i
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Figure 3-1 King County Metro Bus System - Distance from Transit
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Management Strategies

The plan’s management strategies provide methods to assess the success of plan
implementation and the development of service and system improvements

‘through ongoing performance and outcome measurement.

Measuring Plan Progress

Assessing the progress of the plan as a whole is different from measuring the
performance of individual services. Table 3-1, as part of Strategy M-1, identifies
the specific measures and targets for evaluating progress toward achiéving'the
objectives of the plan. The targets assume the implementation of approximately

400,000 new service hours, consistent with the Sample network.

Strategy M-1

Establish a series of targets for measuring success in meeting the objectives of
the Six-Year Plan in each of four fong-range policy areas, as shown in
Table 3-1. Evaluate progress using these targets periodically and at the time of

Six-Year Plan updates.

Cost and Efficiency -

Three areas of measurement of plan progress in addressing cost and efficiency

include transit ridership, cost and service effectiveness.

Ridership. Transit ridership is defined as the number of annual boardings on the
bus system at the countywide level. The changes and improvements proposed in
the plan are expected to increase ridership over time, as both existing and new

customers benefit from more and improved travel choices.

Bus Cost. The cost of service per platform hour (relative to inflation) provides an
overall measure of system cost efficiency. Various factors influence the labor,
capital and administrative cost of service delivery. This indicator measures the

average cost of the service supplied to the public per unit of service.

3-8 King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan (February 2002)
) RTC Recommended September 2002 — ‘LIL -—



Bus Service Effectiveness. Two measures of service effectiveness are boardings
per platform hour of service and total bus passenger miles traveled. The measure
of boardings per platform hour indicates transit's effectiveness in the number of
travel occurrences served per unit of service. A measure of total passenger miles
indicates transit’s effectiveness in limiting the private vehicle miles that might

otherwise be driven on limited roadway space.

Changes and improvements proposed in the plan are designed to improve service
effectiveness over time. The plan directs that a larger percentage of new services
be implemented in the east and south subareas. These service investments are
prédominantly fargeted at existing services with higher riders per platform hour
within those two subareas. With relatively less new service investment going to
higher ridership services in the Seattle/North King County silbarea, systemwide
productivity is projected to decline slightly. Conversely, services in the east and
south subareas generate more passenger miles per passenger boarding. Therefore,
total passenger miles is expected to grow at a rate similar to today’s systemwide
rate of about 5 miles per passenger boarding.

Growth Management

The plan includes a measure of and a countywide target for service orientation,
which assesses the nature and amount of service investment, or supply. Over
time, implementation of the plan is expected to result in a higher proportion of
total system resources being invested in core service connections to and between

centers.

A key part of growth management is the coordination of plans to achieve common
objectives. King County Metro will work with cities that receive transit services
and capital facilities to ensure plans are consistent. This will provide improved
certainty for planning transit services and facilities with local land use and
transportation decisions.

Service Orientation. Shifts in service orientation show how the overall system
structure is changing. Service orientation shifts are measured by changes in the
amount (total annual platform hours) of service investment during this plan period

made for core connections, peak-only services and local/other services.
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For the purposes of system description, services within the transit network are
categorized by the general nature of the service offered and the function they
serve. In reality, all services serve multiple functions and these general

descriptions may not apply for a particular rider or riders of the service.

= Core services provide frequent, two-way, all-day service to and through urban
centers and other activity centers. Core routes run on arterials and freeways
and, in many cases, core routes are operated at higher service levels during
peak periods.

= Peak-only, also called “peak overlay” services provide improved speed and
capacity during peak commute times. Most often, they operate in a single peak
direction. They provide improved travel time by skipping stops or using
freeway HOV lanes. They often serve park-and-ride lots and improve the
efficiency of the highway system. |

* Local services connect neighborhoods to core and regional services and
provide circulation within neighborhoods. These include fixed-route buses,
demand-responsive services, and subsidized taxis or neighborhood shuttles.

Local services focus on activity centers and transit hubs.

= Régional services cross subarea or county lines and provide access to and
between urban and manufacturing centers within King, Snohbmish, and Pierce
Counties. These direct and higher-speed services generally operate on rail
lines, freeway high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes and major arterials, and
include commuter rail, regular and custom bus, vanpools, and carpools. Most
all-day regional services are included in the core network and therefore are not

separately measured.

Targets for this indicator address whether system changes measured over time
‘reflect the initiatives providing the basis for this plan, the priorities for service
implementation and the amount of resources available to provide new services.
Additionally, the relative share of each type of service reflect the system
connectivity in all subareas, improving connections between key activity centers
(core services), local communities and neighborhoods (core and local/other
services) and the relative orientation to peak period increases in service (peak-

only services).
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Market Share

Evaluation of Market Share includes tracking work trip high occupancy vehicle
(HOV) mode share. Work trip HOV mode share is the percent of workers
commuting by ridesharing or transit modes. Mode share will be tracked at
employment sites affected by state Commute Trip Reduction requirements and
some additional employment sites. This measure will be tracked both countywide
and by subarea.

Work Trip HOV Mode Split. The state Commute Trip Reduction Act is
intended to increase the portion of commuters who use public transportation.
Efforts are targeted at commuters to make their trips to and from work at
designated sites within employment target areas where CTR requirements apply.‘ '

- King County Metro will focus resources to capture a higher percentage of total
trips taken and reduce reliance on the single-occupant automobile. Progress _
toward the CTR law targets in the percent of HOV work trips is expected over
time.

Mobility

The plan’s progress towards meeting Mobility objectives is assessed using Market
Penetration and Overall Transit Share measures. These measures w111 be tracked
at both countywide and subarea levels.

Market Penetration. The changes and improvements proposed in the plan are
intended to increase market penetration by increasing service levels (frequency

- and span of service) in transit markets with strong ridership or indicators of strong
demand. If the changes are effective, the number of households with people who

have used transit in the last month will increase over time.

Overall Use. The usefulness of public transportation to people throughout King
County is increasingly important. An upward trend in transit boardings per capita
is expected over time and is indicative of how well public transportation is
capturing all kinds of travel demand. | '
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Table 3-1. Six-Year Plan Progress Target

Measure & Evaluation Target Target
Policy Area Method Level 2001 Baseline
(w/ 400,000 annual hours of |(w/ no new
new service added) service)
Cost & Transit Ridership County 96 million 105.5 miillion
Efficiency’ | Annual Boardings
Cost County $88.41 < $88.41 +inflation
Cost per platform hour ’
of service
Service Effectiveness | County 29 28
Boardi
poardings per platform | .+ Subarea 13 14
Seattle-N. King Co. 33 33
Subarea - -
South Subarea 21 23
Service Effectiveness
A
Miooal Passenger | ounty 470 million 520 million
Paratransit Sevices .
Growth Service Orientation County Core Services: 1,663,000 | Core Services: 1,949,000
Management | Annual platform hours Peak-only Services: Peak-only Services: 547,000
by service lype
556,000 .
Local/Other Services:
Local/Other Services: 1,177,000
1,051,000 .
Market Work Trip HOV East Subarea 22% 38%
Share® Market Share
. Seattle-N. King Co. 52% 58%
% High Occupancy Subarea
Vehicle (HOV) mode
split to designated South Subarea
employment sites 18% 36%
Mobility Market Penetration County 33% 35%
Percent of households | East Subarea 21% 23%
that i
atuse transit Seattle-N. King Co. 50% 52%
Subarea
South Subarea 24% 26%
Overall Use County 57 58
Boardings per capita® | £ast Subarea 16 18
Seattle-N. King Co. 112 115
Subarea
South Subarea 23 29
Vanpool Program

1 Targets assume the implementation of 400,000 annual hours of new services, about a 12% increase over 2001 s
2001. When final 2001 data are available, final baselines will be established.

2 Iacludes DART subcontracted transit service, special events, and the Waterfront Streetcar. Excludes Sound Transit, Accessible Services, VanPool, and the Water

ystem levels. Some baseline data are estimates for

Taxd. Annual Passenger Mife calculations exclude special events. Subarea breakdowns exclude the Seattle Ride Free Area.

3 Indicators represent average HOV mode split for CTR employment sites and other designated sites within each subarea, which were surveyed in 1999. Targets

represent weighted average CTR faw targets for current CTR sites in each subarea. The targets are expected to change with changes to CTR law.

4 Baseline Per capita figures use 2000 U.S. Census data and Puget Sound Regional Council “Forecast Analysis Zones (FAZ)" for subarea breakdowns. Target per
capita calculations use interpolated projection of papulation for 2007, using Jan. 2002 Washington State Office of Financial Management “intermediate” population

estimates for 2005 and 2010. Countywide ratio based on target ridership of1 05,500,000 total systemwide.
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Customer Satisfaction

Strategy M-2

Regularly monitor customer satisfaction using measures that assess system changes and.

improvements through regular surveys of riders and non-riders.

Customer satxsfactlon provides a measure of service quality and acceptance of system changes
and 1 1mprovements Itis partlcularly important in retaining riders who have other transportation
optlons (almost 75% of current riders) and in attracting new riders to the system.

Rider/Non-Rider Survey

- Metro’s Annual Rider/Non-Rider Survey will be used to assess satisfaction levels with system
- changes and improvements overall and at the subarea level in areas including: '

* Directness of travel

= Wait time between transfers

= Safety, comfort, and convenience
® On time performance

* Service frequency (headway) - the time between buses

Additionally, customer satisfaction should be considered in the context of service evaluation, as
an element of each area that is evaluated. This approach will utilize the information gained from
- regular customer surveys to link the evaluation of service with-a corresponding evaluatlon of the

customer’s viewpoint under Strategy M-3.
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Service Performance Evaluation

Strategy M-3

Regularly monitor and report bus service performance and ridéfship systemwide and at the
route level to identify services that may require modification, expansion or termination based
on their performance. By April 1, 2003, develop and recommend to the RTC a new process for
reviewing and reporting performance against a peer group, using the National Transit
Database’s standard measures of performénce in effectiveness, efficiency, cost-effectiveness
and the four-part structure recommended by the 1999 Transit Management Audit. Develop B

_progress targets for these measures.

King County Metro monitors service performance on an ongoing basis, incorporating detailed
route characteristics and data as well as system level indicators such as the customer satisfaction
research described in Strategy M-2. An effective service evaluation process looks at both
existing and new services and should include the following:

" ®  selection of reliable long—térm data sources
= consistent monitoring, evaluation, and reporting procedures

= high performance threshold(s) above which services should be improved to serve

more riders

* minimum performance threshold(s) below which service will be modified or

eliminated

= use of both traditional service performance indicators and customer research data

Implementation of the 1996 to 2001 six-year plan included the development of guidelines for the
annual evaluation of all bus routes in the King County Metro system. These guidelines,
developed with the éssistance of local jurisdictions and other stakeholders, use two primary
indicators of route performance. These are 1) riders per revenue hour and 2) the ratio of
operations revenue to operations cost. The Fall 2000 Route Performance Report is included in

Appendix C.

In order to better assess the degree to which transit services contribute to the reduction of total
vehicle miles traveled on King County’s local and state roadways, two additional indicators will
be added to the annual route performance assessment process. Incorporation of an indicator to

measure passenger miles per revenue seat mile and one to measure passenger miles per revenue
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hour will-be made. “Route effectiveness” shall be defined as the sum of the number of standard
deviations above or below the median of each subarea of each of the four measures.
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Section Four:
Improving the System — Service

Service Strategies

The multi-destinational service concept relies on a network of core routes providing frequent,
two-way, all-day connections between major Kirig County destinations. A web of local services
supports the core network. Local services connect residential areas to core routes, transit hubs, or
activity centers. Peak-only routes provide additional speed and capacity during peak commute
times on high ridership corridors. -

Because of high 'ridership and park-and-ride utilization, there is a need for expanded peak period
services. The plan emphasizes all-day mobility, with resources devoted to frequency and span of
service improvements on all-day services. The plan supports a variety of new and modified
products to meet travel needs that have not been well served by fixed-route transit.

Sound Transit bus routes provide limited-stop high-speed service between centers. Commuter
rail provides peak-period service on freight and passenger rail tracks between Tacoma and
Seattle via the Green River Valley. Both ST regional express bus service and Sound Transit
commuter rail service will continue to be improved during this plan period. Strategy S-10

addresses integration of King County Metro services with Sound Transit services.

The service concept continues a reliance on transfers to provide efficient transit connections to
varied markets. Improved service frequency reduces wait times, which is especially important
for transferring riders. Improved on-time performance or service reliability can also reduce wait
times. Improved transit facilities can make transfers more acceptable. Continuing to improve
accessibility for riders with disabilities can also help reduce demand for paratransit services.
They include shelter, seating, lighting, and customer information. Access to service can be

improved by improvements to walkways, bicycle storage, and park-and-ride capacity.

The discussion in this section makes use of examples from a sample system network of bus
routes, which illustrates one way to pursue strategies outlined in the Plan. (See Appendix A and
B for a detailed description and maps of the sample network.)
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The sample network assumes approximately 400,000 annual service hours of new service, more
than is expected to be available during the period. The implementation strategies described in
Section Six provide direction for the prioritization of the service and capital strategies. If
additional resources become available, additional elements of the sample network will be

proposed for implementation.

Specific service proposals will be developed through the subarea-based community planning

_ process discussed in Section Six and may differ from the examples described in Appendix A.
Also included in this section are descriptions of alternative commute products and specialized
trahsportation pro grains. - |

Following is a discussion of each of the proposed service-related strategies designed to achieve
the service concept.

Service Consolidation

Strategy S-1:

Pursue efficiencies in existing services in major transit corridors including, but not limited
to, those listed in Table 4-1. Reinvest savings from these efforts within the planning

subarea in which they are generated.

The benefits of service consolidation include improved service frequency; better use of different

types of fleet and the ability to improve service elsewhere in the subarea with saved hours.

During the 2002 - 2007 period, service consolidation will remain a key strategy. Table 4-1
summarizes key corridors for consolidation. Others may be identified during plan
implementation. The sample network outlined in Appendix A describes the range of

consolidation effects under consideration.
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Table 4-1. Major Consolidation Corridors

Corridor Corridor Corridor v
Northgate to Seattle Twin Lakes - Sealtle CBD | Lake City - U. District via
CBD via I-5 _ ‘ via SE. 320th St/1-5 Lake City Way/25th Ave NE,
SR-522 NE 45th St Broadway Avenue E
Rainier Ave. S SR-520 Roosevelt Way NE
Ambaum Bivd. SW Delridge Ave. SW West Seattle Bridge
California Ave. SW ‘

Recent experience implementing the service consolidation strategy points to principles that help
improve the design of future consolidations. The main segments of routes must be as direct and
frequent as practical. Service frequency helps mitigate the inconvenience of transfers to provide
additional connections to other markets. Sufficient 6apacity must be provided on the main
segment of routes so those riders can avoid having to stand for extended periods. Finally, in
recent implementation efforts the scheduling of routes was shifted away from a “work start-quit
time” system to a headway-based system, which means more evenly spaced trips throughout the
day. The earlier system had emphasized the amval and departure times at major centers at
presumed shift change times.

Service Design

Strategy S-2

Improve transit on-time performance through service design, shortening of route length,
splitting of unreliable through-route pairs, and schedule maintenance of existing services.
Schedule maintenance hours shall be reserved in amounts equal to one-third of new
service investments up to 0.5% of total annual service hours with the remaining two-thirds
of new service hours allocated according to Strategy IM-3. The schedule maintenance

. hour allocation shall be achieved in accordance with the timetable established in Strategy
IM-3 without regard to subareas. Schedule maintenance hours that ére not used for
schedule maintenance in each year shall be used for new service. To the extent that
schedule maintenance requirements exceed the service hours available under this pollcy,
reduction of existing services within the same subarea will be used to fund schedule

maintenance needs.
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In the event that schedule maintenance hours are proposed at a level exceeding 0.5% of
total annual service hours by the Department of Transportation, the Regional Transit
Committee shall review this proposal and recommend any change in allocation policy to

the Metropolitan King County Council.

Transit operates in increasingly congested traffic throughout King County, and especially in the
urban centers and on arterial roads leading to the interchanges of limited access freeways. This
strategy addresses the role of route design and planning in improving service reliability. The
capital elements of transit speed and reliability are addressed in Strategy C-3. Poor on-time
performance discourages transit ridership by increasing the risk that trips will take longer to
complete, that connecting transfers will not be made, or that a scheduled bus will not arrive at all.
Riders respond to this risk by catching earlier trips, increasing overall trip time and discouraging
the use of transit. The additional minutes of trip travel time related to poor reliability are
equivalent to slower bus trips or the inconvenience of a transfer. Traffic congestion not only .
slows transit, but also does so in an irregular manner, so that trip times vary in unexpected ways.
This makes scheduling transit trips difficult both for the agency and the rider.

Route design impacts service reliability in several ways. Route length affects reliability by
exposing each trip to more traffic incidents, lift deployments, and other sources of intermittent
delay. During recent implementations, several long routes were split for improved reliability.
Although a few transfers were imposed upon through riders, the trips of most riders were
improved by making them more reliable. Downtown Seattle is the primary transit destination but
also a major source of traffic-related delay. Several downtown-oriented all-day routes have been
through routed, or paired, so that inbound trips of one route become outbound trips of another
route. Through routing has several advantages. It reduces operating costs, uses limited surface
street capacity and fleet more intensively, and distributes loads from both routes throughout the
central business district. Most trolley routes and many diesel routes operate this way. This

practice works well as long as traffic congestion does not delay service.

- The disadvantage of through routing is that outbound trips depend upon the inbound trips of
partner routes to be on time. Many through-route pairs cross drawbridges, pass through points of

congestion, attract an irregular number of lift deployments, or have long running times.

When traffic congestion delays a specific service on an ongoing basis, schedule maintenance
resources may be added to the route. Time is added to individual bus trips in a route’s schedule to

ensure that each bus begins its next trip at the scheduled time. At any given time, traffic
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congestion affects many routes in the system, and these resources are added where and when they
are needed most. These adjustments provide increased reliability for riders on currently
scheduled service. -

Core Service Connections

Strategy S-3

Improve service levels on existing routes and create new routes serving established urban
" and manufacturing/industrial centers and urban areas where, because of population or

employment clusters, ridership and transit use is projected to be the highest. Improve

frequencies to support exiéting demand and attract more riders on a core network of key

connections as listed in Table 4-2 and shown in Figure 4-1.

The State Growth Management Act (GMA) requires the fastest growing counties and the cities
within them to designate an Urban Growth Area (UGA) and then to prepare comprehensive plans
that direct growth to the UGA. Growth is to be discouraged outside of the UGA in the rural and
natural resource areas. In 1994, ng County designated the UGA in coordination with the cities
and established Urban and Manufacturing/Industrial Centers through adoption of the Countywide
Planning Policies. Urban Centers are areas of concentrated employment and housing.
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers are areas characterized by a significant amount bf
'manufacturing, industrial, and technology employment. There are twelve Urban Centers and five
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers in King County.

A major theme of this Six-Year Plan is the significant improvement of service frequeﬁcy, with
the aim of attracting more riders. Other ways of attracting riders include increasing the span of
service, providing faster service, relocating or extending routes to higher concentrations of jobs
and population, or improving service reliability or on-time performance. When service is
frequent, it is more likely to be available When customers need it and reduces wait time between

buses for riders who transfer. Both make using transit easier.

National research on travel behavior suggests that, in decision-making regarding whether to use

- the bus, time spent waiting for the bus is twice as important as time spent getting to or riding the
bus. In a 1995 Metro evaluation of customer requireménts for bus service, nearly nine out of ten
(89%) of survey respondents identified frequency as the most important of eleven identified
service design elements.

! patrick Mayworm, Armando Lago, and J. Matthew McEnroe. Patronage Impacts of Changes in Transit Fares and
Services. Urban Mass Transportation Administration, Washington D.C., 1980.
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This strategy targets core routes serving designated urban/manufacturing centers, and population
or employment clusters for service improvements. Most core services operate along key freeway
and Regional Arterial Network corridors. Several core routes lack the necessary frequency or
span of service to be very attractive at off-peak times. Improved transit service levels can
provide an incentive to local jurisdictions to provide improvements to their transit operating
environments, such as the provision of bus queue jumps or transit signal priority at intersections,
which improve the speed and reliability of service. It may also spur jurisdiction improvements in
the pedestrian environment that help transit users get to and from their bus stop. Urban centers
" have long spans of transit demand, which are often not matched by current service. The sample
network suggests improvements to the span, frequency, and reliability of transit service to several
urban centers. '

The improvement of service levels to and through the designated centers may act as an added ‘
incentive to cities and private developers to increase land use density in areas where growth
management policies indicate such development should be focused. These services also support
increased growth by enhancing the person carrying capacity of the Regional Arterial Network of
key arterial corridors (RAN). In turn, coordinated efforts between local cities and King County
Metro to improve transit’s operating environment become more attractive and cost effective.

Figure 4-1 illustrates the core network, highlighting those core service connections identified as
priority investments in this plan. Figure 4-2 illustrates direct connections between designated
urban and manufacturing centers in King County currently operated as part of the core network.
Figure 4-3 illustrates an analysis of the core service connections in King County that this plan
prioritizes for service investment. This analysis shows that investment in the priority corridors
will be of potential benefit to greater than one fourth of all King County households and serves
almost one-half of all commercial development in King County.
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~ Table 4-2 Core Service Connections in King County
Description 2001 Frequency 2007 Target Frequency
Between these places Via Primary Corridor and Destination 2001 Target | 2001 Actual | Weekday | Midday, | Evening
peak/mid/eve | peak/mid/eve Peak |Saturday
Shading Indicates Core Service Priority Investment Corridor .
Admiral White Center California Ave. SW 15/15/30 30/30/30 15 15 30
Aubum Kent Aubum Wa 30/30/30 30/30/30 30 30 30
30/30/30 30/30/60 30 - 30 60
7 15/15/30 10/20/30 10 15 15
Ballard Northgate 24th Ave. NW, Holman Rd. NW 15/15/30 30/30/60 15 30 =30
Ballard Seattle CBD 15th Ave. W 15/15/30 10/10/30 10 10 15
e Vatke 10/10/15 10/15/15-30 10 10 . 15
: =Bt Beac 10/10/30 15-10/10/20-30] 5-10 10 15
Bellevue Bear Creek Overlake new 30/-/- 30 30 60
E SIcIBE : : 15/30/30 30/30/60 15 30 15
new 30/30/60 15 15 30 -
: i 15/15/30 15/15/30 15 15 30
Bellevue Renton Coal Cr. Pkwy. SE, Factoria, Newcastle 30/30/30 30/30/30 15 30 30
SejEyae ‘ 5 15/15/30 15/30/60 15 15 30
EEite 3 gl DAt 15/15/30 - 15/30/30 15 15 30
Capitol Hilf Seattle CBD 15th Ave. E, Pine St. 10/15/30 10/15/30 10 10 30
Capitol Hill " |Seattle CBD Broadway E, Pine S 10/10/30 10/10/30 10 10 15
{Capitol Hill Seattle CBD Madison St. ' 10/15/30 10/15/30 - 10 10 30
' et Be ks 15/15/30 15/30/30 15 15 30
~ 5 : . ; 7-8/7-8/7-8 | 7-8/7-10/15 7-8 7-8 . 7-8
Federal Way |Seattle CBD -5 30/30/30 30/30/- 30 30 30
AL : > : GG 15/15/30 20/30/30 15 15 20
Fremont Seattle CBD Dexter Ave. N. new 10-15/15/30 10 10 15
Greenwood  [Seattle CBD Greenwood Ave. N 15/15/30 16/15/30 15 15 15
1-90, L. ill 15/30/60 30/30/60 15 30 30
25 30 30 60
30/30/30 | 30/30-60/60 30. 30 60
30/30/30 | 30/30/30-60 15 30 30
new - N/A. 30 30 60
15/15/30 15/30/30 15 15 30
15/15/30 15/30/60 15 15 30
30/30/-- 30/30/60 15 15 30
7-10/15/30 | 10-15/30/30 7 15 30
new 30/30/60 15 30 30
GYe 10/15/15 10/15/30 10 15 15
Madrona Seattle CBD Union St. 15/15/30 15/15/30 10 10 15
Northgate Seattle CBD -5 10/15/30 4-8/15/60 4-8 15 30
Northgate Seattle CBD Wallingford Ave. N., Aurora Ave. N 15/15/30 20/20/30 15 15 30
Northgate U District Roasevelt WY. NE, 5th Ave. NE 15/15130 10-15/15/30 | 10- 15 15 30
adcer s Segtiiceenl iz AV Nealavlonh \ new 10-15/20/30 | 7-10 15 15
Queen Anne [Seattle CBD Queen Anne Av. N 15/15/15 5-10/15/15 5-10 15 15
Rainier Beach {Seattle CBD Rainier Ave. S 10/10/30 10/10/30 10 10 15
Redmond Eastgate/Factoria|148th Ave., Crossroads Mall, BCC, new 30/30/60 15 15 30
Eastgate .
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Table 4-2 Core Service Connections in King County

Description - 2001 Frequency 2007 Target Frequency
15/15/30 15-30/30/60 15 15 30
Renton Seattle CBD MLKWY., I-5 10/30/30 7-15/30/- 5-10 15 30
: : 30/30/30 . 30/30/30 - 15 15 30
Between these places Via Primary Corridor and Destination 2001 Target | 2001 Actual | Weekday | Midday, | Evening
peakimid/eve | peak/mid/eve Peak |{Saturday

Shading Indicates Core Service Priority Investment Corridor : . . :
U District Seattie CBD Pine St., 23rd Ave. E 10-15/15/30] 10-15/15/30 | 10-15 15 15
S . 7-8/7-8/- | 5-8/7-10/~ | 5-8 7-8 15
U District Seattle CBD Eastiake Ave. E, Fairview Ave. N. 10/15/15: ~12/115115 10 - 10 15
i 10/15/15 10/15/30 10 15 15

U District Woadinville SR-522, Bothell new 30/60/— 10-20 |30-60 60 -
West Seattle |Seattle CBD Fauntleroy Ave. SW, W. Seattle Bndge 15/15/15 15/15/30 15 15 .15
White Center |Southcenter Mnlltary Rd., S 144th St. ' - 30/30/30 30/30/30 15 30 30
Kirklan E 85th 15/15/30 30/30/60 ST ST ST
{Believue Seattle CBD 1-90, Bellevue WY. NE 7-10/15/30 |  5-8/15/30 ST ST ST
Jissaquah Seattle CBD 1-90 new 30/30/60 ST ST ST
|Bothell Bellevue 1-405 15/30/60 15/30/60 ST ST ST
|Lynnwood Bellevue 1-405 new 15/30/60 ST ST ST
|Believue Sea-Tac Renton, 1-405 30/30/30 30/30/30 ST ST ST
|Bellevue Federal Way Renton, Kent, Aubum new 30/30/60 ST ST ST
Redmond Seattle CBD SR-520 new 15/30/30 ST ST ST
Woodinville " |Seattle CBD SR-522, 1-5 30/30/30 30/30/30 ST ST ST
Federal Way [Sea-Tac -5 30/30/-- 30/30/60 ST ST ST
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Households & Commercial Space* Within

1 1/4 Mile of Priority Core Service Investment

- 30.3% of King County Households in
the Urban Growth Area are within 1/4
mile of Bus Stops Along Priority Core
Service Investments.

- 49.7% of King County Commercial Space
(Net Square Footage) in the Urban Growth
Area is within 1/4 mile of Bus Stops

Along Priority Core Service Investments.

“Based on Year 2000 Data - King County Department of Assessments
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Transit Improvements and Land Use

Strategy S-4

Identify areas of urban King County to become eligible for enhanced transit

service when they meet the following criteria:

= By meeting or exceeding prorated established housing and population

targets, or

* By encouraging higher density development and pedestrian activity
through adopted regulatioris and policies that promote mixed-uses,
establish minimum densities, reduce parking requirements, and carry

out other efforts that support transit supportive development.

Preference will be given to areas that realize community or neighborhood

development consistent with these criteria. -

A major comerstone of the Growth Management Act (GMA) is that transportation
planning be consistent with local comprehensive plans, which include
neighborhood plans for some cities. More densely developed areas require higher
levels of transit service. Further, areas of contiguous urban development emerge
as significant transit markets. This is especially true of those areas that are on
schedule to reach or exceed their housing and employment targets as established
by the Countywide Planning Policies. In accordance with Destination 2030,
additional transportation infrastructure and service is to be targeted to those areas
that are accepting an increased share of the region’s growth. In support of
Destination 2030 and the GMA, transit service improvements will be targeted for
improvement where routes serve centers and concentrations of population or
employment in the Urban Growth Area (UGA). Additionally, transit service will
be offered as an incentive to those jurisdictions that promote areas of higher
density development, discourage parking, and improve the pedestrian

environment of their communities.

Areas meeting the criteria cited in Strategy S-4 will be considered for enhanced
transit service along with areas meeting other criteria, such as strong ridership
demand. Those areas that are able to satisfy many criteria simultaneously, such as
strong ridership demand, meeting or exceeding targets, and promoting higher

density development will be given preference for additional service.
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Bus Rapid Transit

Strategy S-5

Coordinate with the appropriate jurisdictions and agencies to define the
project elements and costs associated with the development of a Bus
Rapid Transit (BRT) system identified in Figure 4-4. Utilizing West Subarea
new and existihg service hours, move towards full implementation of BRT
service in the Aurora Avenue North Corridor and develop strategles for

|mplementatlon of a future BRT system.

King County Metro intends to continue Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) development
efforts on targeted arterial corridors not served by Sound Transit services. BRT is
a term used to describe a focus of a variety of transit services and facility
investments that are intended to achieve higher capacity and faster operation than
traditional bus routes. Such corridors could also be targeted for land use

enhancements to encourage ridérship potential.

In September 2001, King County Metro 1dent1ﬁed three candidate corridors for
the implementation of a starter BRT line. ng County Metro solicited proposals
from the jurisdictions and agencies responsnble for the arterial environment along
these three corridors (WSDOT, Federal Way, Kent, Des Moines, Seatac, Tukwila,

‘Seattle, Shoreline, Bellevue and Redmond) and input from the subarea
transportation boards (Eastside Transportation Partnership, SeaShore Forum and
South County Area Transportation Board). '

The three King County Metro candidate corridors are:
= Aurora Avenue North, connecﬁng Shoreline, north Seattle and downtown
Seattle

* Pacific Highway South and South 154th Street, connecting Federal Way,
Midway, SeaTac and Southcenter

* Northeast 8th Street, 156th - Avenue Northeast and SR-520, connecting
Bellevue, Overlake and downtown Redmond

In addition to the three candidate corridors identified by Metro, the City of Seattle
has identified other candidate corridors for Seattle:
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* Aurora-Greenwood-Downtown (via Aurora Avenue North),
s Ballard-Fremont-U-District,

=  Downtown & West Seattle,

= U-District-Columbia City, and

= Jake City—Northgate-Ballard—D(;wntown.

In the West Subarea, BRT service implementation will begin with the Aurora
Avenue North corridor because of its high ridership, high level of service, existing
and planned roadway improvements, and the willinghess of the Cities of Seattle
and Shoreline to make additional investments. Continuing development of
additional corridors makes sense for two reasons. First, the current revenue "
forecast indicates that the ability to implement BRT could be compromised or
would come at the expense of nearly all other potential service improvements
during this period. Second, input received from the affected jurisdictions as well
as from the subarea boards consistently stated that BRT is a very promising
service concept, but that more time should be spent in development and scoping -
of the concept, and that it should not directly compete with other system priorities

financed from current revenue sources in this timeframe.

A
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Park-and-Ride Services

Strategy S-6

Provide more service capacity at newly built or expénde_d park-and-ride lots
as warranted by ridership demand at those locations. When identified as a
subarea priority, make a portion of the new service investment available for
innovative vanpool programs to support park-and-ride lot based transit

service.

King County Metro operates service to over 160 permanent and leased park-and-
ride lots containing over 17,000 parking spaces. These lots provide locations for
people who do not live near a bus route or who might otherwise commute by auto

to access the bus system and to meet their carpool and vanpool parthers.

Peak period demand for service and/or parking in a number of regional corridors
exceeds capacity, as evidenced by many overcrowded trips and by park-and-ride
lots at or over capacity. The park-and-ride facilities with the most frequent service
are filled beyond capacity. ng County Metro will expand park-and-ride

capacity by adding service and parking spaceé at the most popular sites. Expanded
commuter parking capacity and related service will move more people through

corridors with limited available roadway capacity.

Between 2002 - 2007, park-and-ride capacity in King County is expected to
increase by about 6,000 spaces, about 3,000 being financed directly by King
County Metro. Sound Transit will finance the balance of these spaces.- Services
targeted for improvement to existing park-and-rides that are programmed for
added capacity and new park-and-ride locations during this period are shown in
Table 4-3.
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Table 4-3: Peak Service Increase Targeted to
Increases in Park-and-Ride Capacity
Area or Park & Ride Served Description

Northgate P&R Add peak period service on route 41.

Skyway P&R Add AM and PM peak period service on
either Route 101 or Route 143.

Redondo Heights Extend route 190 to serve Pacific Hwy

' P&R, increase service.
Twin Lakes P&R Consolidate express routes and increase
: service on route 179.
Eastgate P&R ' Add AM and PM peak period service on
- . route 212,

Issaquah Highlands P&R New express route to Seattle CBD

Eastgate P&R to U. District Improve peak period frequency on route
271 (both directions)

Issaquah Highlands P&R to Bellevue New express route to Bellevue

North Bend P&R Add AM and PM peak period service on

: : appropriate routes as necessary. -

Community Mobility

Strategy S-7

Improve community mobility options through increase in service levels on
existing routes or through the creation of new services in transit-supportive
higher household and/or employment density areas. Within each subarea,
develop service proposals to serve residential and employment areas with
the highest ridership demand and to promote circulation within
communities. In the communities where flexible service and other King
County Metro mobility products and services connecting to the all-day
service network can be provided more cost-effectively than fixed-rbute
service, those services should be expanded in conjunction with

modifications and improvements to the existing system.

The effectiveness of fixed-route transit in attracting local trips is dependent on
several factors, including the population and employment density, the street and
sidewalk grid, and the number of common destinations that people want to access.
Typically, fixed-route transit serves trips better in urban areas where people and
destinations are more concentrated. In lower density areas where people and
destinations are more dispersed, fixed route service has been difficult and

expensive to provide. Alternative public transportation options, such as flexible
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local bus service, vanpooling services or carpooling services may provide a more

cost-effective way to serve lower density areas.

The sample network includes examples of new or improved service connections.
A number of these are in areas serving suburban population clusters or designated
urban centers, such as connections between Aubum, Kent and SeaTac. Other '
examples include the extension of peak or all-day routes or t_hé addition of new
trips to areas such as Sammamish, Maple Valley and Covington.

Other local mobility examples are not included in the sample network but have
been described by some jurisdictions as potential subarea service priorities. These
include consideration of the West Seattle Water Taxi and other water taxi services
as permanent or seasonal services that connect areas where this service concept is
feasible and can be provided cost effectively. These also include local shuttles or

circulators in communities such as Kent and Tukwila.
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Specialized Transportation Services
Strategy S-8

Develop cost-effective alternatives to supplement federally mandated

paratransit service and to provide transportation sen)ices to persons who

are transportation-disadvantaged due to age, disability or income. Explore
- ways to include paratransit-eligible persons and other persons with

disabilities and seniors on mobility products available to the general public,

such as vanpools.

King County Metro has provided supplemental transportation services to persons
with disabilities and seniors since the late 1970’s. The federal Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 mandates that public transit agencies make
transportation services for the general public accessible to persons with
disabilities as well provide “complementary paratransit” service for those whose
disability prevents use of the service for the general public. Significant paratransit

improvements were phased in over several years.

In 1996, a process was begun to identify program and policy changes that could
re-direct some growth to more appropriate and cost-effective forms of
transportation, including regular bus service, as well as innovative new programes.
The result was King County Ordinance 13441, approved by the King County
Council in March 1999. The ordinance defined two programs: The ADA
Paratransit Program and the King County Community Trarisportation Program
(KCCTP).

The council also approved Motion 10728 in July 1999, establishing within the
transit program financial policies a policy to phase in increases to paratransit fares

over 6 years until parity with fixed route bus fares is reached.

ADA Paratransit Program. The ADA Paratransit Program contains those
minimum elements required of a complementary paratransit program by federal
regulations. The program serves persons who are unable due to a disability to use
accessible non-commuter fixed route transit service some or all of the time.
Service is provided by Access Transportation, which uses private contractors to

operate the call center, and vehicles purchased and owned by King County.
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Complementary paratransit service must be comparable to non-commuter, fixed
route service for the general public in several ways, including service area,

response time and fares.

' Eligibility criteria include:

1. Inability to board, ride or deboard an accessible bus

2. Need for an accessible bus or zone but one is not available, and -

3. An nteraction between the disability and the environment, which prevents
. travel to/from, a bus zone.

Persons can be found “fully” eligible or “conditionall)f’ eligible, meaning they
qualify for a ride only when certain conditions exist. ADA-eligibility extends to
neighboring counties.

The ADA Paratransit Program changes being phased in as a result of Ordinance
13441 include:

* Applying a more stringent eligibility evaluation process

= Screening ride requests for conditions of eligibility, resulting in réfe‘rral of

a portion of the demand to other transportation alternatives

King County Community Transportation Program. The King County
Community Transportation Program (KCCTP) contains service that supplements
the complementary paratransit service provided by the ADA Paratransit Program
as well as additional services for persons who are trahsportation disadvantaged
due to age, disability or income, whether or not they are registered for the ADA
Paratransit Program. The King County Community Transportation Program

includes:

* The ADA Paratransit Program enhancements such as subscription service
for recurring trips, limited door-to-door and hand-to-hand service, and an

expanded weekday service area;

* The Paratransit OPTIONS program which prov1des subsidized taxi scrip

and limited “feeder-to-fixed route” paratransit service;
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* The Community Participation Program which provides operating, capital
(including vehicles) and technical support to public and private agencnes

serving people with special transportation needs;

* Funding for services such as bus travel training, volunteer transportation and

transportation information and referral.

Additional projects include exploring the use of the vanpool system for persons
taking ACCESS to work and working with the City of Seattle, the Port of Seattle
and King County to provide accessible vehicles to local taxi operators. Metro will
continue to work with state departments and local agencies to develop better
coordination of specialized transportation services funded or operated by a variety
of sources.

When the ADA Paratransit Program changes and KCCTP programs are fully
operational, more transportation options will be available in the community and,
where appropriate, trips will be shifted to a lower cost service that meets the

rider’s needs. This should reduce the demand for more costly paratransit services.

Several technological improvements have been implemented récently or will be
implemented in the next few years that are anticipated to result in improved
productivity, on-time performance and customer service. These improvements, in
conjunction with improvements to fixed route customer information technology,
such as the on-line Trip Planner, will allow ACCESs Transportation to begin to
offer trip-specific travel options to paratransit riders and will also provide more

timely, reliable connections to bus service.

Commute Partnerships
Strategy S-9

Using a combination of fixed route bus service, transportation demand
management actions, and additional transit and HOV products, develop
transportation alternatives to reduce single-occupant vehicle (SOV) use in |
‘the targeted areas shown in Figure 4-5. Develop partnerships with local
jurisdictions, employers and institutions, using pricing strategies and
packaging services and products so that these alternatives ben;aﬁt the

partners and their employees, residents or community.
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Attracting work trips at employment sites outside of central business districts
presents numerous challenges for public transportation. These employment sites
are often located in low-density, campus style developments offering free parking,
and are difficult to serve with fixed-route transit. Improving the frequency and
span of two-way all-day core routes (see S-3) is key to offering more travel
flexibility. |

The sample hctwork in Appendix A depicts several improvements to these work
trips to suburban destinations. |

This sample network includes a substantial increase in suburb-to-suburb and some
crosstown connections. Such services allow travel between two areas without a
transfer in the central business'district, which, in Metro’s system, has traditionally
been either downtown Seattle, and to a lesser extent, the University District and
downtown Bellevue. These connections are provided on both new and improved
all-day services that are part of the core network of routes.

Some peak-only, one-way routes have shifted over time to two-way service,
especially in the suburban areas. Previously, many routes operated one-way
service—to downtown Seattle in the moming, and from downtown Seattle in the
evening. Because some of these services now operate in two directions, Workers_
are able to reach suburban employment sites from Seattle. Additionally, a number
of ST Express Bus services now provide two-way éll—day service, linking many
Eastside locations with Seattle, with several South King County communities, as

well as with Snohomish and Pierce counties.

While these improvements to the fixed-route transit system substantially enhance
access to suburban employment sites, in many areas, the effectiveness of the
service is limited by the low-density nature of the employment sites served. New
ideas are being generated for products that address the specialized employment-
related travel needs of non-CBD work sites: These products respond to different

aspects of the commute need, from long-distance trips to midday circulation.

Ridesharing Services. Ridesharing services support transit investments and offer
travel options for areas that are difficult to serve efficiently with transit.
Ridesharing services complement the fixed route system by filling in gaps in
coverage and they help develop markets that are currently beyond the reach or not
served well by the fixed route system. King County’s ridesharing services can
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also be effective for most employers; not just those with trip reduction
requirements. Ridesharing services also support regional inter-modal passenger

facilities by connecting commuters of various modes to their ultimate destination.

Public and Private Partnerships. Employers, educational institutions, and other
organizations choose to participate in King County Metro Commute Partnership
subsidy programs for a number of reasons. One pnmary motivation is to reduce
parking. If more employees begin to participate in commuting by HOV modes,
then more parking is available to customers. Employers may then reduce the
expense of providing parking to employees, which is a significant cost to |
business. A second motivation is to comply with state Commute Trip Reduction
Law program requirements. Though the law does not require that employers
provide subsidies for transit or other HOV modes, many employers find the ease
of participating in King County's Subsidy programs to be the most effective means
of reducing drive-alone trips. Finally, employers have found that émployees value

a benefits package that includes subsidies for alternative commuting.

T;ble 4-4 illustrates how strategies that broaden employee access to the transit
system increase ridership. Two specific employment areas illustrate this point:
SeaTac and Eastgate. Neither of these areas have traditionally had high transit
ridership in the commuter market. However, by increasing the availability of
employer sponsored FlexPass benefits, new riders began to use what service was
there. In SeaTac, transit’s market share among commuters who had access to a
FlexPass reached seven percent of morning commute trips in 2001. By contrast,
commuters who did not have access to a FlexPass only rode transit during the
morning peak three percent of the time. In Seattle, Eastgate, and downtown

Bellevue the results were similar.

423 King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan (February 2002)
RTC Recommended September 2002 - 75— -



Snoliomis k County

LEGEND

Empldyment Target
Areas

Current CTR Sites

Current Metro Transit
Network

Urban Center
Manufacturing Center

Rural King County

1 2 Miles "

Augus( 28, 2002

Figure 4-5: Employment Target Areas and CTR Sites

YEmployees throughout King County will be eligible to buy commute products and participate in partnership opportunities.
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Table 4-4 Ridership Gains in Various Employment Areas

Area % Transit % Transit Ridership with
Ridership without access to FlexPass
FlexPass
SeaTac 3% 7%
Eastgate 3% 6%
Downtown Bellevue 11% 39%
Downtown Seattle » 55% 60%

Source: 2001 Washingtan State Commute Trip Reduction Survey

Filling the gaps. In environments where regular transit service is limited or does
not meet the mobility needs.of commuters or other travelers, commute |
partnerships led to aggressive marketing of vanpools and carpools in suburban
employment centers with great success in the 1996 — 2001 period. For example,
from 1999 to 2001, King County Metro formed over 50 new vanpools to serve
employment centers in Bothell and Redmond. This success depénded inpart on _
support from the local jurisdictions and employers, who partnered to provide
HOV commuting benefits to their employees.

Expand Market for Current Products. Recent efforts focused on increasing
ridership and participation by larger employers in funding employees’ non-SOV
commuting. However, much of the employer market remains untapped. The

following will be pursued in order to reach new markets:

* Expand market outreach beyond major employers to smaller employers,

developers and property managers

= Continue to simplify the provision of mobility products and services and

financial partnering packages

Additional New Products and Strategies. Kihg County Metro will continue to
look for opportunities to expand Commute Partnership efforts through the
development of new products and demand management strategies. Some

potential areas of development include the following:
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* Addressing construction impacts of major public facilities with aggressive

transportation demand management strategies

* Broadening application of the financial partnership approach with local
jurisdictions, similar to the successful Redmond Trip Reduction Incentive
Program (R-TRIP)

* Stationing Vanshare or Flexcar vehicles at park-and ride lots, rail stations
and ferry terminals to link riders with destinations

* Using multiple vanpool vehicles along a travel corridor, operating at

different times, allowing flexibility in participants’ work hours

= Address regional vanpool fare equalization and or standardization issues
and recommend approaches for action and implementation. Explore
" further subsidies for people with disabilities who switch from paratransit
use to vanpools. |

* Creating value-added benefits for ridesharing, such as frequent-flyer miles
or other affinity programs

* Instant ridematch service in a travel corridor, where participants could use
technology to arrange rides

* Shared-ride taxi service between transit centers and work or residential

locations

* Application of FlexPass pricing to residential markets via condominium or

home owners’ associations, in partnership with local jurisdictions

* Neighborhood transportation networks which would facilitate ridesharing

information among residents

* Technologies that increase customer access to services and reduce
administrative customer requirements and operational support costs will

be researched, evaluated and where appropriate, tested.

* Demonstration projects and partnerships will be leveraged to obtain

service, customer and system requirements.

Appendix A identifies current and developing mobility products and services and
outlines activities for the period 2002 - 2007.
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Regional System Coordination

Strategy S-10

Work with the appropriate agencies to achieve integfated, cost-effective
and efficient operation of public transportation services in King County
addressing the needs of current and potential riders. Participate in

-_ transportation system planning efforts including state and regional projects
of countywide significance to identify potential transit service and capital

elements and funding.

To achieve integrated public transportation services, ongoing coordination and
planning with other agencies is necessary. This strategy encompasses activities
that King County Metro will engage in to identify appropriate transit services and
products in the context of local and regional travel.

Major Planning Activities. The Puget Sound region is currently facing many
potential transportation systems changes. Major projects such as Sound Transit’s
Link Light Rail, the Trans-Lake Washington and the I-405 corridor studies, the
Elevated Transportation Company’s Monorail project and others are progressing
and may have significant impacts on the King County Metro transit system.
While the specifics of those impacts are not known, King County Metro will
continue its participation in these and other local planning activities as an active
planner of and stakeholder in the countywide and regional transit system.

“Sound Transit (ST) Integration. Several ST bus routes were implemented
between 1998 and 2001, resulting in restructuring of King County services. For
example, in September 1997, ST Route 550 replaced Metro Route 226, a core
route between Bellevue and downtown Seattle. In September 2000 services
between Seattle and Overlake and along 1-405 were integrated with new ST
Express services. ST Route 522 is planned for implementation in September
2002 in the SR-522 corridor. Integrated planning for the implementation of
changes to King County Metro routes in coordination with ST Route 522 in is
currently underway.

Sound Transit also plans to implement a longer span of peak-period two-way
commuter rail service in the Green River Valley. Full commuter rail
implementation is expected to allow the restructure of many peak-only routes in

the Green River Valley. Hours used to carry commuters to downtown Seattle will
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be available for other existing or new South King County transit services. King
County Council Motion No. 10584 will serve as the applicable guideline for the

use of re-deployable resources resulting from integration of services.

Other Coordination Efforts. In jurisdictions adjoining or straddling other
counties (e.g., Federal Way, Auburn, Shoreline, Lake Forest Park, Kenmore, and
Bothell), there is the challenge and opportunity to coordinate local services with
other operators locally and in adjacent counties. Transfer facilities are provided in
Aubum, Federal Way, Bothell, and Shoreline. Service coVerage can most cost-
effectively be provided with a service pattern integrated between King County
Metro, Sound Transit, Pierce Transit, Community Transit and other operators.

In order to encourage regional travel by rail and ferry, it is important that
intermodal transfers be comfortable, convenient, and safe. Bringing transit close
to the facility reduces rider walk time. Increasing service frequency and
improving schedule coordination reduces rider wait time. Operating service
reliably is also crucial. For example, in 1997 and 1998, two routes were
restructured to terminate at the Washingtbn State Ferry’s Colman Dock in
downtown Seattle and were shortened to improve their reliability.

Additionally, efforts are increasing at the state and local level to coordinate public
transportation services for people who are transportation-disadvantaged due to

age, income or disability.

Student Mobility

Strategy S-11

Ensure that the rhobility requirements of student passengers are
recognized on a par with those in school districts that choose to participate
in Student Transit programs. Participating districts will reimburse King
County for all student transit expenses. '
As the County develops new partnerships with local school districts and cities that
bring additional riders and revenues to Metro transit, it is important to make
certain that.sufﬁcient resources are available for these riders. In addition to

normal student fares for existing routes, school districts will be fully responsible
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for all additional costs, including capital costs, of adding custom routes or

facilities to serve students’ travel demand.

Strategy S-12

Work with private and public agencies to develop strategies for using
public transportation services to address congestion due to special events.
Strategies may include street use, transit priority, and other strategies
under the jurisdiction of King County Metro or local governments. By
March 2003, report on these potential strategies to the Regional Transit
Committee. The strategies shall address extending tunne! operating hours
for expanded special event service where current requirements for 100

percent cost recovery are met.
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Section Five:
Building the System - Capital

Overview

The transit capital program is integrated with the operating program, providing
funds to maintain or expand the system. The level of capital investment is based
on projected service levels and the age and maintenance requirements of existing
equipment and infrastructure. The strategies outlined in this section provide for
the maintenance, expansion and modemization of the transit system and are
consistent with the six-year plan objectives outlined in Section Three. The capital
improvement program for 2002-2007 provides for many of the service _
improvements propc;sed under the service strategies of the Six-Year Plan and
illustrated in the sample network in Appendix A.

As adopted in November, 2001 the 2002-2007 Capital Improvément Program
(CIP) totals $900.1 million. More than 50% of this total is devoted to the
replacement and/or maintenance of existing equipment and infrastructure. The
primary component of this is for vehicle replacements. As the system grows there
is a need to provide additional vehicles and operational facilities. During this
time, roughly 25% of the CIP is earmarked for these purposes, largely due to
identified base expansion at Central-Atlantic and South King County. Passenger
facilities and speed and reliability projects that have been identified as part of this
plan account for an additional 12% of the CIP. Partnership projects including
 transit oriented development and regional fare coordination total 8% of the
program. The remaining 2% of the program is associated with projects that
improve efficiency, increase security and/or enhance the functionality of the
system. Table 5-1 shows a categorical breakdown of the adopted 2002-2007 CIP.

As mentioned earlier, the majority of the improvements identified in this plan are
specifically included in the adopted 2002-CIP. Other improvements discussed in
. this plan were not discretely identified in the adopted CIP. Within the adopted
CIP, funds were included for generic activities such as speed and reliability and
passenger facilities. The number of items that can be funded is dependent on the

cost and the prioritization of the individual improvements.
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‘The Transit Capital Program relies heavily on grant assistance. The adopted
program assumes that more than 40% of the program expenée is grant funded.
State grant projections have diminished substantially as a result of [-695. On the
other hand, Federal grant projections have been increasing, although this may
change as competition increases and/or the amount of federal funding declines.

The volatility of federal grants increases the uncertainty that funding is available

for the adopted program.
Table 5-1 Six-Year Plan Target Capital Investments
Program Category 2002 - 2007 Financial
' Plan for Adopted 2002
Budget (millions $)

Asset Maintenance _ 67.2
Electric Trolley Bus Infrastructure | 129
Bus Fleet Procurement 354.0
Operating Facilities 190.7
Paratransit program 20.2
Passenger Facilities 78.1
Transit Speed, Safety, and Reliability 28.8
Transit systems 573
Vanpool Program 292
Miscellaneous ' 523
Other 9.4
TOTAL 2001-2007 Target Capital Investment 900.1

Since the time the budget was adopted, the financial conditions in the region have
worsened. The current financial forecast projects a loss of revenue that will result
in the ability to add only 65,000 annual bus hours from 2002-2007. Asa
consequence, the capital program is reduced by $75 million. This decrease is the
result of reducing fleet expansion and delaying operating facility capacity in South
King County.
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Capital Strategies

Maintenance, Replacement and 'Upgrade of Transit Facilities,
Equipment and Systems

Strategy C-1

Maintain, replace, and upgrade current.faqiiities, equipment and systems based on
customary and reasonable public transportation and engineering practices and the

anticipated use of such facilities, equipment and systems.

Maintaining and upgrading existing capital facilities and infrastructure minimizes
total program costs and maintains efficient, safe and reliable operations.
Maintenance and upgrades of transit infrastructure are consistent with six-year
plan objectives to design and modify services and infrastructure to be more

efficient and effective. To this end, specific program elements include:

* Maintenance, replacement and upgrades of aging and outdated transit
systems including integration of on-board systems on transit coaches and
their supporting communications and maintenance systems and other

equipment

® Maintenance of the electric trolley bus system including replacenient of

electrical substations

" Continued investment in the transit assets maintenance program
(TAMP), which provides for routine, scheduled replacement of
equipment and facility infrastructure such as roofs and HVAC systems

In addition to the items listed above, the 20022007 period will see a continued
emphasis on coordinating existing and planned service investments with the
maintenance, replacement and upgrade of passenger facilities, speed and
reliability projects, and other capital projects as well as an effort to match such

investments with the level of cooperation from local Jurisdictions.
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Improvements to Passenger Facilities and Transit Speed and
Reliability

Strategy C-2

Improve transit passenger facility access, shelter, lighting, bus stop
locations, and other amenities to enhance the waiting environment. In
addition to general improvements throughouf the system, focus a portion
of resources on the target corridors identified in Figure 5-1, through

cooperation and coordination with local jurisdictions.
Strategy C-3

Partner with state and local governments to improve transit operating
efficiency and route facilities, and to create speed, safety, and reliability
improvements ori important transit corridors. In cooperation with local

jurisdictions, focus on the target corridors identified in Figure 5-1.

The plan identifies targeted corridors where efforts to improve passenger facility
and transit speed and reliability will be concentrated. Individual or spot
improvements will continue in both program elements as well. Portions of core
routes serving several corridors are slated for both passenger facility

. improvements and transit signal priority or other speed and reliability
improvements. Most core services operate along key freeway and Regional
Arterial Network (RAN) corridors. Improvements to the service 6perating
environment, including passenger facilities and speed and reliability
improvements, enable services on these corridors to support increased growth by

enhancing the person carrying capacity of these key arterial corridors.

Significant support from local jurisdictions will be necessary for successful
implementation of these and other projects that rely on modifications to existing
city-owned infrastructure such as sidewalks, streets, and curbs. The targeted
corridors are served by high-ridership core routes with frequent service, and
reflect a continued emphasis on coordinating passenger facilities, speed and
reliability, and service investments to provide an improved transit operating

environment. The synergistic nature of coordinated improvements will produce
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greater overall improvements in comfort, speed, reliability, and convenience along
core routes and throughout the system.

Transit Route Facilities. Between 1995 and 2001, the transit route facilities
program focused on improving passenger and transit coach facilities at transfer
points and at transit “hubs”-locations where multiple routes converge and provide
transfer opportunities. Forty-four hubs and 138 transfer points—virtually all of
those that were identified in the 1995-2001 Six-Year Plan-have been corriple_ted.

The 2002-2007 program includes regular bus stop improvements at locations
throughout the system, a systematic approach to improving bus stops and facilities
along core route corridors, and ongoing improvements to support service changes.
In addition to improving bus stop comfort and safety, the program establishes bus
staging and layover facilities critical to service reliability and expansion. Design
considerations that must be incorporated into transit route facilities include
pedestrian and bicycle access, efficient bus ingress and egress, and consistency
with neighborhood planning efforts.

Bus Stop Improvements. Improvements to bus stops are designed to help
provide transit customers with a comfortable, safe trip as well as to address the
needs of transit vehicle operations. Locations are determined by community
needs, operational requirements, ridership patterns, available budget, and service
patterns.

Bus stop improvements include a mix of the following and other components that
improve the physical location where passengers wait and may affect stop location
or related coach needs.

- = Pedestrian and bicycle access. Pedestrian access to bus stops will
continue to be upgraded to meet or exceed ADA standards, particularly as
local jurisdictions make sidewalk improvements. Access will be improved
by constructing curb ramps, providing paved waiting areas, and improving
sidewalk and pathway connections. Pedestrian safety issues and prévision
of bike racks will be addressed in coordination with local Jurisdictions’

programs.
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= Shelters and benches. New passenger shelters and benches will be
provided at some bus stops as warranted by ridership. Translucent roofs
will be installed on existing shelters when they are upgraded and on new

shelters to increase customer and operator security.

= Lighting. New, improved or re-directed lighting will be installed at
selected locations where agreements are reached for maintenance by the

local jurisdiction and utilities.

= Signage and customer information. Transit service routing and levels of
usage at bus stops are used to determine where customer information or
signage will be upgraded. Regularly maintained and updated information
about which routes serve the bus stop, bus departure times, maps and
connections to other routes is a critical aspect of operations and customer

service.

= Curb lane transit improvements. This category generally requires a
higher level of investment and also greater cooperation with local
jurisdictions, Parking restrictions, extended bus stops, curb changes or bus
bulbs, turning improvements and street reconfigurations are designed to
improve operations at bus stops. Providing in-lane stops, for example, can
help eliminate delays buses encounter when leaving and entering moving
traffic.

* Bus stop spacing. Stop spacing—the distance between bus stops - has a
direct impact on transit operations and rider comfort. Bus stops can be re-
spéced, relocated or consolidated to provide smoother, faster, and more
comfortable operation and can concentrate ridership to provide for bus stop
improvements in a more cost-effective manner. They are pursued when the

benefit to a large majority of riders can be demonstrated.

" Minor park-and-ride lot modifications. Adjustments to signage, bus .
layovers, and other minor improvements are often required to accommodate

changes in service and park-and-ride utilization.

* Other improvements. A variety of other additions may be made at bus
stops and shelters, particularly in funding partnership with local jurisdictions
and others. Detailed bus schedule information, art, community information,
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. litter receptacles, special benches or other resting and seating structures,
railings, and the use of buildings or awnings for weather protection can be
included.

Layovers. At or near bus zones at the end of each route, layover space (parking
space for buses waiting to begin a trip, located near the end of a route) is critical
to efficient system operation and is increasingly difficult to establish. Urban
development, changes in service, and local jurisdiction decisions to prioritize non-
transit traffic can trigger the need to site new or improved existing layover
locations. The participation of local jurisdictions in prdviding layover space
enables more efficient operation of service and is often necessary to enable
increases in service levels.

Corridor-based Route Facility Improvements. The Six-Year Plan Section Four
“Improving the System—Service” identifies core network connections on corridors
with demonstrated and growing ridership. The existing transit, pedestrian, and
passenger facility infrastructure along core network corridors varies significantly.
The potential corridor facility improvement projects highlighted in Figure 5-1 will
help match the level of infrastructure with existing and targeted levels of transit
service. Corridor facility improvements will be coordinated with corresponding
speed and reliability projects in order to maximize combined benefits.

Corridor facility improvement projects affect the condition and location of bus
stops along an arterial. Along each corridor, the initial focus will be on bus stop
location. Many corridors are candidates for bus stop consolidations that improve
transit speed and reliability. Bus stop locations that are moved, those that have
the highest number of users along the corridor, and those where route operating
efficiencies could result will be evaluated for the kinds of bus stop improvements
- described above.

The following factors will be considered in evaluating and advancing corridors for

systematic facility improvements.

* Frequent current or planned service
!

" Active transit signal priority or other speed and reliability project

5-7 King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan (February 2002)
RTC Recommended September 2002

79 -



® Amount of ridership and projected growth
*® Local jurisdiction support
® Local funding partnerships

* Potential to reduce delays and improve passenger comfort through bus

stop spacing

® Degree to which passenger access, safety, comfort and information

needs are being met

Transit Speed, Safety, and Reliability Improvements. Traffic congestion on
arterials and freeways will continue to pose a major challenge to the efficiency
and effectiveness of public transportation services over the next six years. The
main focus of the Transit Speed, Safety, and Reliability Program is the
implementation of relatively low-cost improvements along arterial corridors with
high bus volumes and high ridership.

High traffic volumes slow buses down and lengthen travel times. Variations in
daily traffic flows decrease the reliability of bus schedules and cause missed
connections. The ability.to serve multiple destinations with convenient
connections between routes relies on timed transfers and schedule coordination.
This reliance increases the importance of on-time performance, particularly where
very frequent service is not provided. Where frequent service is provided,
improvements that enhance the speed and reliability of bus operations help -
maintain even intervals between buses thereby reducing overcrowding and

schedule adherence problems.

Two general types of speed and reliability improvements included in this program
are:

* Corridor-based projects improving high transit volume streets used by
bus routes primarily providing core connections and operating _
frequently. Corridor-based speed and reliability projects support and
reinforce the development of a regional system of transit signal priority.
These projects are designed to be coordinated with the improvement of
passenger facilities along the same corridors, with the intent to provide

more pronounced benefits to riders and increases in service efficiency.
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Spot improvement projects addressing problems with bus operations at
specific locations, such as flow and circulation within or near activity
centers and transit hubs. Spot improvements can include queue jumps,
transit or HOV lanes, bus bulbs, curb radius modifications, and other
forms of rechannelization of the street right-of-way. A series of spot
improvements can also improve bus operations along significant route
segments.

There are speed and reliability projects currently underway in eleven key transit
corridors. All of these projects have a transit signal priority element. Some also
include other transit-related improvements such as business access and transit
lanes (also known as BAT lanes) and queue jumps. “Additional transit corridors
and spot improvement locations have been targeted for potential new speed and
reliability projects. These would be broken down into segments, then screened
and prioritized using the criteria in Table 5-2.

Active and potential speed and reliability corridors and locations serve high-

ridership core routes. The potential new projects specifically complement planned

corridor-based passenger facilities improvements. Existing and potential projects
are shown in Figure 5-1 and are overlaid on planned corridor-based passenger
facilities improvements.

Table 5-2. Criteria to Screen and Prioritize Potential Transit
Speed, Safety, and Reliability Investments

Criteria Measures
Bus volumes Total numbér of weekday bus trips in the corridor
Passenger Total number of weekday transit passenger trips in the corridor
volumes

Congestion/delay Transit speeds, schedule variability, and on-time performance

Cost Availability of low-cost, effective solutions
Schedule Implementation practical within 2-5 years
Operations and Local jurisdiction willing to execute standard operations and maintenance
Maintenance agreement for TSP infrastructure investment
support :
Feasibility . Support from local jurisdiction; willingness to prioritize arterial capacity to
support improved transit operations
Planning Supports Metro's Six-Year Plan
59 King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan (Fébruary 2002)
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Location-Specific Facility Improvements. A number of service improvements
identified in this plan may require corresponding improvements to hubs or layover
terminals to resolve operating or safety issues and provide increased capacity.
These potential projects vary in scale and complexity. On-street improvements
are typically lower cost and can be accommodated within the Transit Route
Facilities program. Off-street layover improvements are often more capital
intensive and may be linked to larger projects or are funded separately. Prbjects

currently under consideration or in progress include:

*® Factoria-Secure on-street facilities to provide terminals for two new

frequent-service core routes.

* Kirkland-Secure on-street facilities in downtown Kirkland to provide

terminal capacity for two new frequent-service core routes.

= Ndrthgate—Replace layover on N.E. 100th Street with expanded capacity
at Northgate Transit Center.

* Redmond/Bear Creek—Construct on-street facilities in downtown
Redmond or Bear Creek to provide terminal capacity for additional

Redmond-Bellevue core service.

* SeaTac/Des Moines-Site and construct a new off-street hub with
terminal capacity for restructured express service between SeaTac and
Downtown Seattle as well as other routes serving Highway 99 and the

Des Moines area.

" Seattle/Convention Place Station—Replace current layover capacify at
Denny Regrade and Convention Place Station, depending on space
needed to accommodate the Sound Transit Link Light Rail line.

* Seattle/International District Station - Replace layover capécity n
Pioneer Square and the International District depending on space needed
to accommodate the Sound Transit Link Light Rail line.

White Center—Locate additional on-street curb space to provide
increased capacity to accommodate increased service on routes

terminating in White Center.
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Park-and-Ride Expansion

Strategy C-4

'Expand park-and-ride éapacity in congested corridors with full or overcrowded
park-and-ride facilities as fdentiﬁed in Figure 5-2. Support development of a series
of small owned or leased park and ride Ioté along low density suburban foutes in
order to create artificially higher densities to enhance the ridership base. Use the
Transit-oriented Development (TOD) program to fuvrthe-r expand park-and-ridé
opportunities through joint use of new parking capacity and financing
partnerships. Where these lots have unused capacity, encourage their use by
vanpools and park-and-pools. '

Included in this program is the continued design and implementation by King
County Metro of approximately 3,000 new parking spaces at park-and-ride lots
and continued coordination with local jurisdictions and other agencies to identify
park-and-ride needs beyond 2007. Additional 3,000 spaces are to be built by
other governments, including Sound Transit and suburban cities. Additional park-
and-ride expansion may be accomplished during the 2002 to 2007 period through
various Transit Oriented Development projects as partnership opportunities and
funds are identified to do so.

Park-and-ride facilities often function as transit centers, incorporating bus layover
areas, route terminals, bicycle and pedestrian amenities and other transit operating
infrastructure. Expansion projects will include infrastructure to support increased
levels of use by pedestrians and bicyclists. King County Metro will also work with
local jurisdictions to improve the access to park-and-ride facilities along the
pathways to and from the facility. New park-and-ride lots should be readily and
safely accessible to pedestrians and bicyclists as well as by motor vehicles.
Increased accessibility to non-motorized modes can stimulate greater use of park-

and-ride lots without the addition of more parking spaces.

New park-and-ride spaces are planned to be added at the following locations:

- 7171._
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King County projects

* Eastgate—Construct la parking garage to expand the capacity of the
existing Eastgate park-and-ride lot by approximately 1,000 new spaces.
Completion is scheduled for 2003.

* Issaquah Highlands—Construct a new park-and-ride lot with
approximately 500 spaces included in the first phase. Completion is
scheduled for 2004.

" I-90 East-Identify a location east of Issaquah Highlands in the 1-90
corridor and develop a project scope and cost to construct a new park-

and-ride lot with approximately 150 spaces

* Northgate-Add approximately 500 spaces to Northgate Transit Center,
currently served by three separate park-and-ride lots. Completion of the
interim expansion is scheduled for 2002.

* Redondo Heights (Pacific Highway S. & S. 272nd St.)-Construct a new
park-and-ride lot with approximately 700 spaces. - Completion is
scheduled for 2003.

" Skyway-Begin planning and land acquisition for development of a new

| park-and-ride lot.

Projects Jointly or Solely Funded by Sound Transit and Others _

Park-and-ride capacity improvements often lend themselves to partnerships and
Joint financing with other agencies and local jurisdictions. King County Metro is
participating in the following projects.

* Auburn Commuter Rail park-and-ride-Construct approximately 530
surface and structured parking spaces at the Auburn train station to serve

both rail and bus passengers. Completion is scheduled for 2002.

* Mercer Island—Construct approximately 235 new parking spaces.
Completion is scheduled for 2003.

* Kent Commuter Rail park-and-ride: Construct approximately 1000
surface and structured parking spaces at the Kent train station to serve

both rail and bus passengers. Completion is scheduled for 2002.
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* Overlake Transit Center at N.E. 40th—Add 220 new spaces. Completion
1s scheduled for 2002.

Tukwila Commuter Rail park-and-ride-Construct approximately 300
spaces at the Tukwila train station to serve both rail and bus passengers.
Completion is scheduled for 2005.

— 9 —
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The sample route network described in Appendix A is designed to serve new
park-and-ride facilities and expansion projects and to attract new customers to
existing park-and-ride facilities with unused pace. Many park-and-ride lots serve
as hubs where connections can be made between regional, intercommunity, and

local transit services.

Transit-Oriented Developmei;t. Transit-Oriented Development projects bring -
increased residential and commerci_alvdensity and activity together to improve

- urban areas that already support high levels of transit service. TOD staff has been
working on bus-related joinf-development projects since 1998. The mix of uses in
King County's TOD p'rojec‘ts includes transit centers, park-and-ride lots, off-street
bus-layover spaces, residenées, institutions, and commercial enterprises. Recently
completed projects included these elements at Northgate, Renton Transit Center
and at the Village at Overlake Station. Figure 5-3 identifies projects in various
stages of planning or study, as well as the Kent Sound Transit parking garage,
which is scheduled to open in July 2002. |
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Replacement and Expansion of the Transit Fleet

Strategy C-5

Replace and expand the transit fleet so that the size, fleet mix, and
individual fleet procurements are consistent with service projections and
operating chara_cteristics. Achieve more efficient operations uSing featureé
including efficient propulsion systems, advanced maintenance |
technologies and integrated on-board systems on transit coaches.

Encourage the expansion of the vanpool program.

Fleet Procurement and Operating Facilities. The type and quantity of vehicles
purchased and maintained by Metro is based on current and projected levels of
service. Service expansion drives the need for fleet expansion, and fleet
expansion in turn defines the extent of the need for expanded base éapacity.

Projected Transit Fleet Requirements. The sample network described in
Appendix A would require approximately a seventeen- percent increase in the
total size of the transit fleet over the current fleet requirement, from 1,242
vehicles in 2001 to 1,455 vehicles. These totals reflect the requirements for
revenue service, schedule maintenance, and spares and exélude vehicles used by
Sound Transit.

The number of units included in each procurement will be calculated using the
sample network and the most current service projections available. A comparison
of the 2001 fleet requirement with the projected sample network fleet requirement
for 2007 shows the following changes.

*  Increased use of deadheading coaches. The sample network highlights
several connections that could receive increased service frequency. These
improvements include better utilization of deadheading (out of service)
coaches traveling back to operating bases after completing their peak
direction trips. |

*  Replacement of the dual-powered tunnel bus fleet. This fleet, used

exclusively on routes using the downtown Seattle transit tunnel, will reach
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the end of its projected useful life in 2003. Due to the unique nature of
tunnel operation and due to the possibility of joint operation with light rail,
the choice of propulsion technology for the new tunnel-capable vehicles

- requires extensive study. A promising alternative is a low-floor coach
with new hybrid diesel-electric drive technology.

*  Introduction of low-floor buses. Low-floor buses are now commonly
used worldwide because of their operational, safety, and accessibility
advéntages over conventional high-floor coaches. While high-ﬂoori
coaches might remain the best choice for some portions of the system,
low-floor coaches will represent a signiﬁéa‘nt portion of the 2002-2007
investment in revenue vehicles. As with other fleet typéé, vehicle
assignments will be based on vehicle characteristics, which for low-floor
buses include lower seating capacity and faster boarding than comparably
sized high-floor vehicles.

*  Replacement of the articulated electric trolley bus fleet. This fleet,
used exclusively on high-ridership routes 7, 9, 43, and 44, will reach the
end of its projected useful life in 2005. Investigate replacement with new
low-floor, articulated electric trolley buses, utilizing the slightly used drive
trains of the retired dual-powered buses if feasible and cost effective.

" Introduction of ultra low-éulfur diesel fuel. King County Metro is
currently evaluating the use of diesel fuel with a reduced sulfur content.
When used in conjunction with new catalytic converters, this fuel reduces

~ emissions of some pollutants by approximately ninety percent with no
expected reduction in fuel efficiency.

Projected Vanpool and ADA Paratransit Fleet Requirements. Both rider
demand and the productivity of paratransit service affect fleet requirements for
paratransit service. It is projected that the fleet necessary to support the ADA
Paratransit Program will decrease somewhat from the pfesent level of 279
vehicles. The decrease is anticipated due to decreased demand as well as
increased productivity folloWing technological improvements as described in
Strategy S-6. The cost of replacement vehicles and other supporting capital needs
is estimated at $17.8 million throtigh 2007.
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The current capital program for the vanpool fleet is projected to grow at a rate of
40 vans per year and does not include any assumptions for expanded growth due
to initiatives identified in this plan or regional actions. During the plan period
approximately 240 expansion vans will be purchased to serve over 1,500 new

vanpool riders.

Replacement van purchases during the plan period represent a significant
investment in the program. Replacement vans are purchased when vans have
reached the end of their defined useful economic life and must be retired from
active service with vanpool groups. 818 vans (the current active fleet size in
2001) are scheduled for replacement. In 2000, the replacement cycle for program
vehicles was increased from five to six years. Eight, twelve and fifteen-passenger
vans are scheduled for replacement. '

King County adopted policy requires that Vanpool Program passenger fares and
the resale of vans recover: 100 percent of capital costs, 100 percent of direct
operating expense and 25 percent of administrative costs. Some adjustment of
this target subsidy level can be considered if such a change enables simplification
of fares on a regional basis or is used in conjunction with efforts to expand

vanpool use.

Operating Base Expansion

Strategy C-6

Expand transit operating base capacity in the areas identified and described
in an adopted King County Metro Transit Operating Facilities Strategic Plan

to support transit fleet growth projected to occur through the year 2020.

Metro Transit currently houses approximately 1,250 buses in seven facilities—
North, East, Bellévue, Central, Atlantic, Ryerson and South operating bases.
Expansion of operating bases is required to support planned increases in bus
service. Implementation of new service: is currently affected and will soon be

constrained by limited base capacity.
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The Transit Operating Facilities Strategic Plan is being updated currently and
identifies the need for addiﬁonal-base capacity, as well as where and when it is
needed. Because a base may require as many as ten years to site, plan, design and
build, this plan has a 25-year horizon that extends through the year 2025. The
plan indicates the need for additional base capacity. for approximately 500 buses
through the year 2025.

Current planning work indicates the need for additional base capacity for
approximately 240 buses by 2007, additional 100 buses by 2015 and another 160
buses by 2025. Capacity needed through the year 2025 is projected to
accommodate approximately 500 additional buses. See Figure 5-4 below.

Figure 5-4 Projected Operating Base Capacity Needs

King County Metro & Sound Transit Fleet Size and Capacity
1997 - 2025 with Planned Expansions

2000

1300

1600

# of Buses
-
s
-]

1200 9

I 105% LOS C Capacdity =o=Fleet for Service Plan ==Projected Fleet I

The Transit Operating Facilities Strategic Plan included in Appendix C indicates
aneed for bus base capacity in three areas—east, central and south. East capacity
needs were met by re-opening Bellevue Base in 1998. Current and projected
capacity constraints i in the central and south are expected to be addressed by the -
following projects:
Central: ,
Add bus storage capacity at Ryerson Base while accommodating State
Route 519 by 2005. '

Expand the capacities of Atlantic Base and Central Base by 2007.
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South: ) ,
Determine the most cost-effective location for an eighth base aftef
evaluating South Base Annex and south King County options.

5-22 King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan (February 2002)
RTC Recommended September 2002



Section Six:
Implementing and Paying for the System

Implementation Strategies

Successful implementation of the proposed service and capital program strategies
depends on the availability of new, sustainable fransit resources and on an
effective service change process. Seven strategies (IM-1 through IM-4, and F-1
through F-3) are proposed to address these ;eQUirements.

Implementation Priorities

Strategy IM-1

Investment Priorities: For the period 2002 to 2007, available operating
resources shall be invested in:
A) Higher priority— Provide up to 65,000 annual service hours of new
service resources or re-invest existing resources for the following

purposes (not listed in priority order):

i) Bus rapid transit service in candidate corridors when identified
as a subarea priority;

i) Selected new or expanded park-and-ride locations in King
County identified in Strategy IM-2;

’iii)' Services with overcrowding or showing the highest potential for
growth in ridership. These include but may not be limited to
those core network services identified as priority investr;aent
connections in Table 4-2;

iv) Re-investment and restructuring of services to integrate with

Sound Transit Regional Express and Sounder programs

- B) Lower priority — Provide new or re-invest existing bus service

resources in the following amounts and for the following purposes:
i) Use up to 100,000 annual service hours, including those

investments resulting from implementation of Strategy IM-1,
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Section A) i), to improve additional peak peridd services,
respond to ridership growth in key corridors or to selected
destinations with high peak period ridership potential

ii) Useupto 200,000 annual service hours, including those
investments resulting from implementation of Strategy IM-1
Section A) ii), to improve span of service and frequency towards
2007 target levels on the core network services identified as
priority investment connections in Table 4-2;

iii) Use up to 100,000 annual service hours, in addition to those
investment§ resuiting from implementation of Strategy IM-1.A to
improve sefvic;es identified as subarea priorities in the subarea-

based community planning process.

During plan implementation, those service investments and integration efforts
identified in Strategy IM-1A) will be made first. As described in the context of
Strategy S-10, restructuring of King County Metro bus services related to Sound
Transit services is not expected to use any new King County Metro transit
resources. Reinvestment of existing resources will be used to 'integfate Sound
Transit investments and King County Metro Services.

Additional service investments during this period to refine route operations
resuiting from major service investments including Fall 2001. or from the above
system improvements may also be made under this plan, at such times as they are
deemed necessary and affordable. These resources would be in addition to
schedule maintenance resources to be used for schedule and route management

purposes on the remainder of the system’s services.

The sample network described in Appendix A assumes the availability of 400,000
" new hours added to the current service network, consistent with the type and
nature of changes described in this strategy.

Service Implementation Phasing

Strategy IM-2

Optimize the timing and implementation of service and capital investments
to maximize the efficient use of transit resources in meeting public
transportation goals. Phase service to match completion dates of planned

park-and-ride expansions, start-up of new Sound Transit services and to
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complete service investments consistent with priorities identified in

Strategy IM-1 as new, sustainable service resources allow.

New service investments associated with the expansion of park-and-ride capacity
identified below will take precedent over other new service investments during
this period. New service resources projected in future year financial plans will be
reserved for this purpose in order to ensure that they are available when facility *
capacity increases are completed. Some phasing of new park-and-ride service
investment is possible. Lower service levels may be implemented at the timea
facility initially opens or is expanded, until such time that ridership demand
requires additional bus trips.

Similarly, King County Metro service integration with Sound Transit Express Bus
and Sounder Commuter Rail will occur when Sound Transit service

improvements or modifications are implemented.

Description of Phasing Consistent with Current Completlon or Startup
Schedules:

2002

Park-and-Ride Service Expansion. Approximately 5,000 annual service hours
will be used to expand service capacity associated with new park-and-ride parking
capacity at Northgate. An interim lot with approx1mately 500 new parkmg spaces
w111 be opened in 2002.

Integration with Sound Transit Express Bus Service. In conjunction with the
expected spring 2002 Sound Transit board decision regarding the implementation
of regional express bus services on SR-522, the King County Council will
consider and adopt a proposal for reconfiguration of Metro services along that
corridor. The outcome of a coordinated King County Metro and Sound Transit
public review and council/board approval process will enable Metro and Sound
Transit to integrate service, as called for in this plan. The coordinated response
will include an increase in service capacity to address additional transfer activity

and expanded parkmg at the Northgate park-and-ride lot.
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Revision of King County Metro Service at Sounder Commuter Rail
Facilities. In 2002, commuter rail stations in Auburn and Kent will be completed.
The routing of peak and all-day services in these locations will be revised to serve
these facilities.

Revision of Metro Services in Downtown Bellevue. In 2002, the new and
expanded Bellevue Transit Center will be completed. Completion of this facility
will enable implemehtation of transit service changes in downtown Bellevue

called for as a part of September 2001 service changes.
2003 - 2004

Park-and-Ride Service Expansion. Approximately 36,000 hours will be used to
expand service capacity and provide new service connections to park-and-ride lots
with new parking capacity. These service investments will address expanded
parking capacity at key park-and-ride locations in east and south King County,
namely at the Issaquah Highlands, Eastgate and Redondo Heights locations. At -
Issaquah Highlands, new service to downtown Bellevue and downtown Seattle
will be implemented. At Eastgate, service to downtown Seattle will be expanded,
and new service to downtown Bellevue will be provided. At the Redondo Heights

lot, service to downtown Seattle will be provided.
2005 to 2007

Integration with Sounder Commuter Rail Services. In 2005, service
investments will address integration with Sound Transit's commuter rail services
in south King County. It is anticipated that Sound Transit’s Sounder Commuter
Rail will reach full service levels in south King County in 2005. Metro’s services
that are duplicative of Sounder will be reoriented to feed passengers to Sounder
stations. Approximately 10,000 to 15,000 service hours are likely to be made

available for concurrent redeployment to other South subarea service priorities.
2002 to 2007

Additional Higher Priority Investments. During this period, service changes

will also be conducted in each of the three planning subareas to restructure or
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otherwise modify existing services and fine tune prior service changes. In some
cases, these will be prompted by conditions such as significant increases in .
ridership, coach overloads or long-term service re-routes caused by construction

or other conditions not directly é'nticipated in this plan. ‘

For routes that comprise core network connections identiﬁed for priority
investment i in this plan, BRT service implementation, responses to overload
conditions and attempts to capture high ndershlp demand, will be among the
highest priorities for new service mvestment

Lower Priority Investments. Additional system improvements are planned as
resources allow and after completion of the highest service priorities.

For other non-core routes, King County Metro will continuously review and
evaluate service structure, ridership demand, land use conditions and eperating
characteristics to develop proposals consistent with the service and capital
strategies of this plan, local subarea priorities and to respond to changing
conditions and resource availability.

Metro will pursue an array of partnership initiatives that will help leverage limited
public resources with additional financing from both public and private partners.
Strategy S- -9 summarizes initiatives that Metro continues to pursue with local
jUIlSdlctlonS, institutions, and employers to help finance alternative public
transportation products and provide financial incentives for users of those
products. Metro is also working closely with local jurisdictions and the State of
Washington to maximize fundmg from federal grants, pnmanly for capital
projects. However, grant funds are often restricted as to when they can be used
and typically support only one-time capital costs and/or short-term service
demonstrations. Therefore, operatmg grants cannot be considered sustainable
resources for service.
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Service Resource Allocation

Strategy IM-3

The implementation of transit service hours as stated in strategy IM-1 and

IM-2 above shall use the following framework for transit service allocation.

With the implementation of each 200_,000 anhual hours of service investments
described in Strategy IM-1, each King VC'o,unty' Metro planning subarea would
receive a sh’al;_e of actual service hours-imblerhented as follows: East 40%,
South 40% and Seattle/North King County 20%. '

Any systemwide reduction in service investment shall be distributed ‘a:mong
the subareas in proportion to each subarea’s share of the total service
investment.

The size of transit system improvement packages called for in this plan will vary
from year to yeaf, based upon the adoption of the Public Tfansportation Fund
budget and associated financial plan analysis for the period. From year to yeér,
the location of improvements will be based upon those priorities described in

, Strategy IM-1 above, the amount of sustainable service resources available for

investment each year, and the logical packaging of service improvements.

For the purposes of reviewing the system-level effects of the allocation policy, net
change in service hours from a baseline established for fall 2001 services will be
measured and reported. Actual net change in service hours will be calculated in
2005 for the period 2002 through 2004 and again in 2007 for the period 2002
through 2006. Projected net change in service hours between 2002 and 2007 will
be measured prior to the end of 2007 and based on adopted service changes
through fall 2007,

During plan implementation, measurement of the share of service hours allocated
to each subarea will be based on investment decisions as determined through the
subarea-based community planning process and as adopted by the King County

Council. The subarea-based community planning process may result in service
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recommendations for investments in services assigned to a different subarea. In
particular, prioritiés for cross-subarea improvemenfs identified in one subarea
may not coincide with the priorities of another subarea. In those instances, the
recommendatlon of service changes by the King County Executlve and the
adoptlon of service changes by the King County Council will be guided by the
overall obj ectiifes of the plan. In order to‘ maintain rational system-level
development, one subarea’s uhiciue priorities will not dictate system-level

decisions.

Measurement of the resulting share of hours will be based on the baseline bus
route allocations that assign one-way routes that originate in a subarea or two-way
routes that operate wholly within a subarea to that subarea. Further, all-day, two-
way routes that operate between two subareas will be attributed in hours at 50% to
each subarea. See Appendix A for a list of current routes and their assignment by

subarea.

Subarea and Community Based Planning

Strategy IM-4

Conduct a community planning process in which transit riders, local
jurisdictions, unincorporated area Councils, employers, and educational
institutions participate in the design and implementation of significant
changes to existing service. Use service and capitai strategies consistent
with the service priorities described in Strategy IM-1. Involve the
community, local jurisdictions and subarea groups in the development of
recommendations for updates 6f the Six-Year Plan at least every two years
or more frequently if changing conditions or priorities dictate. Utilize overall

roles and responsibilities as shown in Table 6-1.

Plan updates shall address significant operating changes and capital
improvements anticipated in the next six years as well as any revision to
adopted strategies necessitated by significantly changed circumstances

affecting the transit program.
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Subarea-based Community Planning. The subarea-based community planning

process implementing the Six-Year Plan will involve the following:

= Defining subarea priorities within the parameters of the Six-Year
Plan
= Working with individual communities to define the specific

improvements to be implemented, consistent with Implementation
~ Strategies IM-1 and 2
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Table 6-1 Six-Year Plan Roles and Respénsibilities

Recommendations to County Executive Metropolitan King County Council
Subarea
Steering .
Commiittees Local Community Regional Transportation | King County
. Task (ETP, Jurisdictions Involvement Transit Committee Council
SCATBd, Committee
SeaShore) ) :
Select Review and Help subarea Use information " Receive _ System
subarea refine steering from Six-Year progress approval of
priorities alternative commiftees Plan outreach reports on system
service define priorities efforts and-from |- subarea priorities and
priorities for by participating | .existing discussions. expenditure
the subarea. in the steering research in : o levelsin
Recommend committees discussions with annual budget.
subarea and at the staff local
. level. jurisdictions and
sefvice - .
L subarea steering
priorities to committees.
the County ’ :
Executive.
Develop Review Work with Representatives Review and Final Council
service service Metro staff and from a broad " fecommend ‘action on
changes change community range of service change service change
proposals members community ordinance o’ " ordinance.
developed by to develop interests work Council.
Metro, local specific service with Metro staff
jurisdictions change and local
and proposals. jurisdictions to
communities develop specific
for service change
consistency proposals.
with defined
priorities.
Update Recommend Help subarea Representatives Review and Final Council
Six-Year Six-Year Plan steering from a broad recommend action en
Pian modifications committees range of Six-Year Plan update of Six-
to the County develop recom- community update Year Plan
" Executive. mended Six- interests help ordinance to
Year Plan develop Council.
modifications. recommended
Six-Year Plan
modifications.
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Defining Subarea Priorities. King County Metro will work with the subarea
transportation groups (ETP, SCATBd and SeaShore) and other stakeholders to
identify service priorities not specifically identified in this plan for each subarea.
This effort will seck to establish a broad-based understanding of the priority
service investments identified in Implementation Strategy IM-1 and phasing
identified in Strategy IM-2 prior to the beginning of a more detailed community
process identifying specific changes to be implemented. During this stage

partnerships and other means of gaining additional resources will be also pursued.

Making Changes. Formal King County Council approval of detailed service
proposals concludes the annual service change process, which prévid‘es
opportunities for the public to help design and implement changes. Current
service will be changed, and new services will be developed through this process.
Although the exact schedule of events may vary during each service change
process, depending on the complexity of the changes being diSCussed, and the
decisioﬁ timeline associated with them, processes should be designed to include:

» Riders, nonriders, citizen advisory committees, elected officials,
community leziders, city and county staff, school districts, social

service agencies, and Metro staff and operators will be involved.

* Make use of information on public and community needs and
preferences, research on other transit systems, and data on the

performance of the current system.

Working partnerships will be created between King County Metro and
communities affected by service changes. This approach assumes the following:

* Public involvement occurs early in the planning process

= The public is advised about opportunities for involvement
throughout the planning process

= An extensive public information effort uses a variety of media and-
communication media to keep discussion open

* Clarity is needed as to who contributes to decisions and who is
responsible for the final decision

* Flexibility is necessary

6-10 ~ King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan (February 2002)
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The goal of this approach to community involvement is to ensure that Metro
Transit is responsive and accountable to the community during implementation of
the Six-Year Plan. Depending on the complexity of a given service change
proposal, the community involvement process may take up to eighteen months,

including Council adoption of the final service recommendations.

Additional Factors. Beyond consistency with plan objectives and strategies,
during any given service change process a number of factors will influence the
selection of a specific set of service changes. These considerations include federal
requirements, cost, capital requirements, relationship to other proposals, and
subarea priorities..

Federal Requirements. King County Metro is required to comply with two
federal requirements - Title VI of the Civil Rights Act and the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) - that are integrated in all service proposal assessments.

The objectives of Title VI are to ensure that the level, quality and distribution of
transit services, as well as participation in transit planning, are provided to ensure
equal access and mobility without regard to race, color or national origin. In-
anticipation of significant transit system modifications, King County Metro
Transit will identify resulting service levels and quality of service for minority
and non-minority communities, and make such information available to policy
‘makers.

The Americans with Disability Act (ADA) requires that complementary
paratransit service be comparable to, non-commuter, fixed route service for the
general public in several ways, including service area, days and hours, response
time and fares. The minimurm complementary paratransit service area, as defined
by federal regulations, is based on Metro’s non-commuter fixed route service.
When non-commuter ﬁxed route service changes occur, the paratransit service

area is adjusted to reflect these changes as needed.

Cost. Some service changes may have to wait for implementation because of
funding constraints. To the extent that additional revenues become available, the

magnitude and tlmmg of service improvement implementation will vary.
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Capital Requirements—Integrating Service with Capi_tal; The establishment
of service priorities will influence the timing for implementation of critical
supporting capital program elements (flect procurement, transit hubs, speed and

reliability improvements, etc.).

Relationship to Other Proposals. Different service proposals may complement
each other by mutually enhancing their effect on overall mobility or system
efficiency. Circumstances such as these could require that certain changes be
linked.

As individual services are agreed upon, periodic reviews with the subarea groups
will be made to update them on progress towards their implementation. In
‘addition, the groups will be used as a “clearinghouse” to’addrcss issues regarding
the direction of service changes and any issues resulting from the community
work and affecting the overall network for the subarea in question.

Figure 6-1 illustrates the service change process.

- /¢ -
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Financial Strategies

Paying for the System

Relationship of the Six-Year Plan to the Financial Plan. The ability to
implement the priorities discussed in this plan is dependent upon the availability
of resources. An overview of the financial planning process is useful in

understanding how and why resources change.

The Northwest is currently in the midst of what is hoped to be a short ‘recession’.
Economic activity is projected to continue to decline in 2002 but then begin to
gather upward momentum. For the period of this six-year plan, population,
employment and the local economy are currentl-yvproj ected to grow and the
resulting sales tax revenue will grow faster than inflation for the period asa
whole. While the rate of growth is forecast to be faster than inflation, the rate of
growth that is currently projected is significantly below earlier estimates made
during the 2001 and initial 2002 planning processes. The impact to sales tax
revenue is that the original 2002 projection of $321 million will not be achieved
until 2004. |

A central goal of the Transit Division’s financial planning activities is stability of
the transit system and the financial integrity of the Public Transportation Fund. -
This goal is accomplished through pfuden_t planning that uses reasonable
economic assumptions along with speciﬁc' programmatic plans to project future
revenues, expenditures and resulting fund balances. Planning is done on an

ongoing basis, and not just as part of the county’s annual budget process.

Comprehensive financial planning, combined with ongoing forecasting, allows
the system to respohd effectively to change in the economic environment, without
detrimental impacts to existing services. Anticipation of changes in financial
conditions and forecasting beyond the current year enable the transit system to
project sustainable levels of transit service and to accelerate or delay new service

implementations based on these changing conditions.
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Financing for this six-year period is fundamentally different than that provided
previously. The largest single change is the loss of Motor Vehicle Excise Tax
(MVET) revenues, which previously provided as much as 30 percent of the ‘
funding for transit operations. While a significant share of the lost MVET was
replaced with additional sales tax proceeds, the resulting increased reliance on
sales taxes with its somewhat volatile nature increases the need for prudent
financial planning. When the sales tax rate was increased in Fall 2000, it was not
increased to the maximum amount allowed by the state legislature. Local policy
makers could choose to ask the voters for an additional .1% sales tax without the

need for legislative action at the state level.

The detailed revenue and expenditure assumptions used as the basis for the Six-
Year Plan are identified in the Metro Transit Division’s 2002 operating/capital
budgets and supporting six-year financial plans for 2002 to 2007. The financial
plan associated with the 2002 adopted Public Transportation Fund budget, as well
as the most recent forecast incorporating the current recession, are included in
Appendix F.

Based on the most recent financial forecast, Metro will only be able to sustain an
additional 65,000 annual hours of new service by 2007, although the sample
network that accompanies this plan identifies changes that total about 400,000
annual hours. Planning for more than is available allows Metro to respond to
additional revenue—through growth in the economy or other unanticipated
sourcés—without significant modifications to the plan. It also presents a larger
menu of service options from which to choose, while providing reasonable
financial boundaries to avoid building false expectations for improvements. Of
course, the possibility exists that the economy will further falter, or the recession
will continue, and that fewer resources will be available during this six-year
peribd.

Future updates of the plan will incorporate changes from the current forecast,
changing the phasing, quantity and types of both service and capital projects to
best meet the goals of the plan within the resources that are available.
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Operating Revenue and Grants

Strategy F-1

Pursue a combination of farebox and other operations revenue to
maintain a target bus.operating revenue-to-operating expense ratio of
at least 25 percent.

Strategy F-2

Pursue grants to fund projects that have been identified as necessary
to support system service priorities or maintain the system as

outlined in this plan.

Fare revenue is a significant source of financing for public transportation. Poﬁcy
choices influencing how existing service is reoriented or how new services are
added, as well as local economic conditions impact ridership and the resulfing
fare revenue. In addition, the fare structure influences demand for service,
impacting both ridership and revenue. The current financial plan assumption is
that current fare levels will remain until 2007.

Grants from federal sources remain strong. However, current federal grant
legislation, TEA21, expires in 2002. Future federal awards will be based on :
federal appropriations, the proportionate share of Federal Region X compared to
other regions and the proportionate size of King Coﬁnty relative to other transit
providers in the region.

The availability of state grants has been influenced by Initiative 695, and a
number of state-funded programs have been dissolved. At the time this plan is
being written, the Waéhington State Legislature has not yet adopted a
comprehensive transportation funding strategy at either the State or local level.
Until the legislature takes action to identify projects and potential funding
packages, the future effects on King Couhty Metro are unknown.
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Financial Partnerships

Additional funding may become available as a result of new state or regional
initiatives or through partnerships with other parties. The Long-Range Policy
Framework (LRPF) directs Metro to maximize the effectiveness of local public
transportation funds by pursuing joint financing of service and capital projects.
Such partnerships can take the form of cash contributions or in-kind contributions,
such as joint development of facilities.

Strategy F-3
Pursue oppbrtuni_ties for partnerships and economic development with
comfnunities, employers, other transit agencies, federal and state
governments and vendors to expand resources to support transit services
and supporting capital facilitiés. Exploré the use of advertising to support

shelter program expansion and enhancements.

‘To determine the viability of extending the current Ride Free Area'(RFA) or
entering into ag:reements for new RFA in addbitioﬁal King County
communities, the Department of Transportation will provide a report to the
Regional Transit Committee by June 2003, which identifies the issues
associated with the implementation of additional RFA. The analysis will
consider three potential scenarios: an extension of the existing downtown
Seattle RFA, a RFA for another Seattle urban neighborhood, such as
Ballard, Capitol Hill or the University District, and a RFA for one or more

suburban cities. RFA analysis will in'clqde the following factors:
1. Operating cost impacts
2. Revenue impacts
3. Security and drivervimpacts

4. Revenue recovery from RFA “partners” or net cost (operations

savings plus revenue loss)

5. Customer impacts
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6. Partner agency impacts

7. Comparison with alternatives (e.g. free circulators, token/ticket

program)
8. Or other factors as determined by the RTC.

. The RFA analyses will be presented to the Regional Transit Committee by
June 2003.

Transit-Oriented Development (TOD). The Transit Division holds a significant -
real estate portfolio, which changes to accommodate new facilities and to éx_pand
or relocate existing operations. The TOD program seeks to increase development
of housing, jobs and other transit trip generating activities in close proximity to
major transit facilities such as transit passenger transfer hubs and park-and-ride
lots. The TOD program is intended to increase transit ridefship and to meet larger
growth management goals by facilitating development inside urban centers and
within the urban growth boundary. These partnerships maximize the public
investment in the transit system by increasing system capacity through expansion
of facilities or the genération of revenue that can be used to increase service. The
goals of the progrz\lm are met by forming partnerships with developers’ and
jurisdictions. Projects are evaluated on a case-by-case basis. Projects are
evaluated to determine how they fit with not only transit goals and business

objectives, but those of King County in general.

The Transit-Oriented Development Section of the King County Department of
Transportation has been working on bus-related TOD joint-development projects
since 1998. A number of King County TOD projects are currently underway. The
county is investigating the feasibility of TOD at sites in Burien, Kenmore, Kent,

Shoreline and other locations.

The mix of sites/facilities being considered in King County's TOD projects
includes transit centers, park-and-ride lots, off-street bus-layover facilities, and
residential, institutional, retail, office, hotel and entertainment uses. Project

concepts range from 308 apartments above a park-and-ride lot in Redmond’s
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Overlake area, to four skyscrapers above an underground bus-layover facility in
downtown Seattle near the Washington State Convention & Trade Center.

The projects selected for TOD will be influenced by the funds available within the
program to fund King County’s portion of the project. If revenues decrease from
projected levels, it is possible that fewer projects will be selected during the

course of this plan. Figure 5-3 shows current targeted TOD sites and Appendix

D provides an overview of current projects status.

Commute Partnerships. As described under Service Strategy S-9, King County
Metro also works with employers including local jurisdictions in the Puget Sound
region, providing products and services to help motivate employees to commute

to work by alternative methods, rather than driving alone.

Metro looks for opportunities to create partnerships with employers, many
affected by the Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) law, as well as with businesses
that are complying voluntarily. Within such transportation partnerships, Metro
works with employers, cities, neighboring transit agencies, business organizations
and community groups to offer a full array of transportation services and
assistance to employers. These partnerships also extend to private and public
landowners that enter into agreements to provide leased land for park-and-ride use
through Metro’s leased lot program.

Metro contributes technical expertise along with product and service options, and
under certain circumstances, also contributes partial funding or grant resources for

projects designed to promote alternative commuting methods.

King County Metro will continue to encourage contributions from local
jurisdictions for assistance in funding existing services for the purpose of
attracting more riders through increased service, or for the purpose of operating as
a fare-free service. The pursuit of partnerships that result in new bus routes with
only partial funding of their operation by public or private partners may be
explored, but should be considered temporary improvements to the transit

network that exist only so long as the partnership contribution exists.
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Strategy F4

Ensure th_e maximum benefit is derived from available transit revenues by:

= focusing capital expenditures on projects that directly support service
investments;
) refining capital improvement program expenditure assumptions to improve

annual accOmplishmeni rates;

. revising lifespan assumptions to reflect actual experience when planning
for the replacement of the transit fleet and other equipment and facilities;

. increasing the amodnt of service in the operating program by reddcing
annual underexpendit_ure levels, and

. replenishing the Transit Fare Stabilization and Operating Enhancement
'ReServe to enablev'the o’perating program to respond to unforeseen revenue

or expenditure circumstances.
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Sample Network Overview

The sample network serves as an example of potential modifications to the King
County Metro Bus System consistent with the strategies of the Six-Year Transit
Development Plan for 2002 - 2007. The network assumes approximately 400,000

annual service hours of new service, more than is expected during the period.

The table below indicates the improvements included in the sample network.
Changed routes, frequencies, and spans are shaded. The sample network
represents continued development of the multi-destinational service concept
introduced in the 1996 - 2001 plan. This service concept relies on a network of
core routes providing frequent, two-way, all-day connections between major King
County destinations. A web of local services supports the core network. Local
services connect residential areas to core routes, transit hubs, or activity centers.
An additional network of peak-only routes provides faster service and extra
capacity during peak commute times on high-ridership corridors.

Sound Transit bus routes that provide limited-stop high-speed service between
centers and are operated by Metro are also included in the sample network table
describing areas served, span of service and frequency. Commuter rail provides
some peak-period service on Burlington Northern Santa Fe tracks between
Tacoma and Seattle via the Green River Valley. Both ST regional express bus
service and Sound Transit commuter rail service are programmed for
improvements during this planning period.

A summary of adjusted route assignments by subarea can be found after the route-
specific service improvement table. Additional mobility products and services,
which complement the bus services offered, are another element of the sample
network for this period. A summary table describing projected development
activities during the 2002 to 2007 period associated with each mobility product or
service is included. Maps of the sample network follow in Appendix B,
illustrating the coverage of all-day and peak-only services throughout the service
area.
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Route Assignments by Subarea - Fall 2001 Routes

Former Current Route [Part [Type {Primary Attract Neighborhood
Assignments Assignment :

EAST EAST 200 Issaquah Issaquah
EAST EAST 201 Mercer Island Mercer Island
EAST EAST 202 Seattle CBD Mercer Istand
EAST EAST 203 Mercer Island Mercer Island
EAST EAST 204 Mercer Island Mercer-Island
EAST EAST 205 EX U. District Mercer Island
EAST EAST 206 Bellevue Newport Hills
EAST EAST 207 Newcastle Newport Hills
EAST EAST 208 Newcastle- Newport Hilis
EAST EAST 209 Issaquah North Bend
EAST EAST 210 Seattle CBD Issaquah
EAST EAST 212 Seattle CBD Eastgate

EAST EAST 213 Mercer Island Mercer Island
EAST EAST 214 Seattle CBD North Bend
EAST EAST 214 AT Seattle CBD Issaquah
EAST EAST 216 Seattle CBD Sammamish
EAST EAST 219 Factoria Newcastle
EAST EAST 220 Bellevue Redmond P&R
EAST EAST 222 Bellevue Overlake
EAST EAST 225 Seattle CBD Overlake
EAST EAST 229 Seattle CBD Overlake
EAST EAST 230|E Bellevue Redmond P&R
EAST EAST 230w Bellevue Kingsgate P&R
EAST EAST 230{wW 1B - Bellevue Kirkland

EAST EAST 232| Bellevue Duvall

EAST EAST 232 TB Bellevue Redmond
EAST EAST 233 Overlake Bellevue

EAST EAST 234 Bellevue Northshore P&R
EAST EAST 236 Kirkland Woodinville
EAST EAST 237 Bellevue Woodinville
EAST EAST 238 Kirkland Bothell

EAST EAST 245 Factoria Kirkland

EAST EAST 247 Kent Overlake P&R
EAST EAST 249 Bellevue Redmond P&R
EAST EAST 250 Seattle CBD Redmond P&R
EAST EAST 251 Kirkland North Creek
EAST EAST 251 TB Kirkland Woodinville
EAST EAST 252 Seaftle CBD Kingsgate P&R
EAST EAST 253 Bellevue Bear Creek P&R
EAST EAST 253 B Bellevue Redmond
EAST EAST 254 SH Kirkland Redmond
EAST EAST 255 B Seattie CBD Kirkland

EAST EAST 257 Seattle CBD Kingsgate P&R
EAST EAST 260 Seattle CBD Juanita

EAST |EAST 261 Seattie CBD Overlake P&R
EAST EAST 265 Seattle CBD Redmond P&R
EAST EAST 266 Seattle CBD Bear Creek P&R

Appendix A-23 - King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan (February 2002) RTC
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Route Assignments by Subarea - Fall 2001 Routes

Former Current Route (Part |Type [Primary Attract Neighborhood
Assignments Assignment

EAST EAST 268 Seattle CBD E Lake Sammamish
EAST EAST 269 Issaquah "|E Lake Sammamish
EAST EAST 271 8 U. District Bellevue TC
EAST EAST 272 U. District Eastgate P&R
EAST EAST 277 U. District Juanita

EAST EAST 291 DART [Redmond Redmond

EAST EAST 306 EX Seattle CBD Kenmore

EAST EAST 311 Seattle CBD Woodinville P&R
EAST EAST 312 EX Seattle CBD Woodinville
EAST EAST 312 TEX Seattle CBD Kenmore

EAST EAST 885 Bellevue Bellevue

EAST EAST 886 Bellevue Clyde Hill

EAST EAST 888 Bellevue Eastgate

EAST EAST 889 Bellevue Bellevue

EAST EAST 890 Bellevue Eastgate

EAST EAST 921 Bellevue Eastgate P&R
EAST EAST 922 Redmond Carnation

EAST EAST 925 DART |Factoria Newcastle

EAST EAST 926 DART |Eastgate Crossroads

EAST EAST 927 DART |Issaquah E Lake Sammamish
EAST EAST 929 Redmond . |[North Bend

EAST EAST 942 EX First Hill Eastgate P&R
EAST EAST 956 CUST |Private School Mercer Island
EAST EAST 967 CUST |Private School South Bellevue P&R
EAST EAST 986 CUST |Private School Kirkland

EAST EAST 989 CUST |Private School Eastgate

EAST EAST 998 CUST |Private School Mercer Island P&R
EAST EAST-SOUTH 240 Renton Bellevue

EAST EAST-WEST 255 Seattle CBD Kingsgate

EAST EAST-WEST 271 U. District Issaquah P&R
EAST EAST-WEST 341 Aurora Village Bothell

EAST EAST-WEST 341 SH Aurora Village Bothell

EAST EAST-WEST 935 DART |Kenmore Juanita

EAST SOUTHWEST 280 Seattie CBD Bellevue TC
EAST WEST 256 Seattle CBD Overlake P&R
EAST WEST 342 Renton Bothell

SOUTH SOUTH 105 Renton Renton Highlands
SOUTH SOUTH 110 Renton Renton

SOUTH SOUTH 111 Seattle CBD Renton

SOUTH SOUTH 114 Seattle CBD Renton

SOUTH SOUTH 116 EX Seattle CBD Fauntieroy
SOUTH SOUTH 118 Vashon Vashon

SOUTH SOUTH 118 EX Seattle CBD Vashon

SOUTH SOUTH 118 B Vashon Vashon

SOUTH SOUTH 119 EX Seattle CBD Vashon

SOUTH SOUTH 119 SH Vashon Vashon

SOUTH SOUTH 124 Duwamish Southcenter
SOUTH SOUTH 433 U. District Burien TC
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Route Assignments by Subarea - Fall 2001 Routes

Former Current Route (Part {Type Primary Attract Neighborhood
Assignments Assignment _

SOUTH SOUTH 135 B Seattle CBD White Center
SOUTH SOUTH 136 EX Seattle CBD Burien TC

SOUTH SOUTH 139 Burien Gregory Heights
SOUTH SOUTH 140 Renton Burien

SOUTH SOUTH 143 EX Seattle CBD Black Diamond
SOUTH SOUTH 148 Renton Renton Highlands
SOUTH SOUTH 149 Renton Black Diamond
SOUTH SOUTH 151 Auburn Auburn

SOUTH SOUTH 162 : Seattie CBD Enumclaw

SOUTH SOUTH 152 T8 Seattle CBD Auburn

SOUTH SOUTH 1563 Renton Kent

SOUTH SOUTH 154 Duwamish Auburn

SOUTH SOUTH 155 Southcenter Fairwood

SOUTH SOUTH 158 Seattle CBD Lk Meridian/E Kent P&R
SOUTH SOUTH 159 Seattle CBD Kent P&R,TC
SOUTH SOUTH 160 Seattle CBD ‘1Kent

SOUTH SOUTH 162 Seattle CBD Kent

SOUTH SOUTH 163 Seattle CBD Kent

SOUTH SOUTH 164 Auburn Kent

SOUTH SOUTH 166 Des Moines Kent P&R,TC
SOUTH SOUTH 167 U. District Auburn P&R
SOUTH SOUTH 168 Kent Timberlane

SOUTH SOUTH 169 Renton Kent P&R,TC
SOUTH SOUTH 170 Seattle CBD McMicken Heights
SOUTH SOUTH 173 Duwamish Federal Way P&R, TC
SOUTH SOUTH 175 Seattle CBD Federal Way P&R,TC
SOUTH SOUTH 176 Seattle CBD Federal Way
SOUTH SOUTH 177 Seattle CBD - Federal Way
SOUTH SOUTH 178 Seattle CBD Federal Way
SOUTH SOUTH 179 Seattle CBD Federal Way
SOUTH SOUTH 181 Federal Way Green River CC
SOUTH SOUTH 183 Federal Way Kent

SOUTH SOUTH 185 Auburn Auburn

SOUTH SOUTH 186 Auburn Auburn

SOUTH SOUTH 187 Federal Way Federal Way
SOUTH SOUTH 188 Federal Way Federal Way
SOUTH SOUTH 190 Seattle CBD Star Lake P&R
SOUTH SOUTH 191 Seattle CBD Star Lake P&R
SOUTH SOUTH 192 Seattle CBD Federal Way
SOUTH SOUTH 196 Seattle CBD Federal Way S P&R
SOUTH SOUTH 197 U. District Federal Way S P&R
SOUTH SOUTH 901 DART |Federal Way Dash Point

SOUTH SOUTH 903 DART |Federal Way South Campus
SOUTH SOUTH 908 DART |Renton Renton Highlands
SOUTH SOUTH 909 DART {Renton Renton

SOUTH SOUTH 912 Enumclaw Covington

SOUTH SOUTH 914 DART |Kent Kent

SOUTH SOUTH 915 Auburn Enumclaw
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Route Assignments by Subarea - Fall 2001 Routes

Former Current Route (Part |Type |Primary Attract Neighborhood

Assignments Assignment

SOUTH SOUTH 916 DART [Kent Kent

SOUTH SOUTH 917 DART |Auburn Algona

SOUTH SOUTH 941 EX First Hill Star Lake P&R

SOUTH SOUTH 949 CUST |Boeing Everett Federal Way S P&R

SOUTH SOUTH 952 CUST |Boeing Everett Aubum P&R

SOUTH SOUTHWEST 101 Seattle CBD Fairwood

SOUTH SOUTHWEST 101 B Seattle CBD Renton CBD

SOUTH SOUTHWEST 106 Seattle CBD Renton

SOUTH SOUTHWEST- 107 Rainier Beach Renton

SOUTH SOUTHWEST 130 Seattle CBD Highline CC

SOUTH SOUTHWEST 130 EX Seattle CBD -|Highline CC

SOUTH SOUTHWEST 130 B Seattle CBD Burien

SOUTH SOUTHWEST 132 Seattle CBD Highline CC

SOUTH SOUTHWEST 132 EX Seattle CBD Highline CC

SOUTH SOUTHWEST 132 B Seattle CBD Burien

SOUTH SOUTHWEST 135 Seattle CBD Burien TC

SOUTH SOUTHWEST 136 Seattle CBD Burien

SOUTH SOUTHWEST 150 Seattle CBD Auburn

SOUTH SOUTHWEST 150 B Seattle CBD Kent

SOUTH SOUTHWEST 174 “{Seattle CBD Federal Way P&R, TC

SOUTH SOUTHWEST - 174 NT Seattle CBD Federal Way S P&R

SOUTH SOUTHWEST 194 Seattle CBD Federal Way S P&R

SOUTH WEST 113 Seattle CBD Shorewood

WEST SOUTH 137 EX Seattle CBD- Burien

WEST JSOUTHWEST 20 Seattle CBD Shorewood

WEST SOUTHWEST 20 B Seattle CBD White Center

WEST SOUTHWEST 128 Southcenter Admiral District

WEST SOUTHWEST 128 B Southcenter West Seattle

WEST SOUTHWEST 137 Seattle CBD Burien

WEST SOUTHWEST 137 B Seattle CBD Burien

WEST WEST 1 Seattle CBD Kinnear

WEST WEST 1 SH Queen Anne Kinnear

WEST WEST 2iN Seattle CBD {West Queen Anne

WEST WEST 2|N EX Seattle CBD West Queen Anne

WEST WEST 2|S Seattle CBD Madrona

WEST WEST 3IN Seattie CBD North Queen Anne

WEST WEST 3/S Seattle CBD Madrona

WEST WEST 3|s B Seattle CBD First Hilf

WEST WEST 4IN Seattle CBD East Queen Anne

WEST WEST 4|N NT Seattle CBD East Queen Anne

WEST WEST 4|8 Seattle CBD Judkins Park

WEST WEST 5 Seattle CBD Shoreline CC

WEST WEST 5 ALT Seattle CBD Northgate TC

WEST WEST 5 EX Seattle CBD Greenwood
|WEST WEST 7IN Seattle CBD U. District

WEST WEST 7IN SH Capitol Hill U. District

WEST WEST 7N B Seattle CBD Broadway

WEST WEST 71S Seattle CBD Rainier Beach
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Route Assignments by Subarea - Fall 2001 Routes

Former Current Route |Part |Type {Primary Attract Neighborhood
Assignments Assignment
WEST WEST 7iS EX Seattle CBD Rainier Beach
WEST WEST 71S NT Seattle CBD Rainier Beach
WEST WEST 71S SH International Dist. Rainier Beach
WEST WEST 718 SHTB  |international Dist. Rainier Beach
WEST WEST 71S B Seattle CBD Rainier Beach
{WEST WEST 8 Queen Anne Mount Baker
WEST WEST 8 B Queen Anne Capitol Hill
WEST WEST 9 U. District Rainier Beach
WEST WEST 10 Seattle CBD Capito! Hill
WEST WEST 10| . SH Capitol Hilf Capitol Hill
WEST WEST 11 Seattle CBD Madison Park
WEST WEST 12 Seattle CBD Intertaken Park
WEST WEST 12 B Seattle CBD First Hill
WEST WEST 13 Seattle CBD Seattle Pacific U.
WEST WEST 14|N Seattle CBD Summit
WEST WEST 14|S8 Seattle CBD Mount Baker
WEST WEST 14|S B Seattle CBD IDS
WEST WEST 15 ~ |Seattle CBD Blue Ridge
WEST WEST 15 EX Seattle CBD _|Blue Ridge
WEST WEST 15 B Seattle CBD Ballard
WEST WEST 16 Seattle CBD Northgate TC
WEST WEST 16 EX Seattle CBD Northgate TC
WEST WEST 17 Seattie CBD Loyal Heights
WEST WEST 17 EX Seattle CBD Loyal Heights
WEST WEST 18 Seattie CBD North Beach
WEST WEST 18 EX Seattle CBD North Beach
WEST WEST 18 T8 Seattle CBD Crown Hill
WEST WEST 19 Seattle CBD West Magnolia
WEST WEST 21 Seattle CBD Arbor Heights
WEST WEST 21 EX Seattle CBD Arbor Heights
WEST WEST 22 Seattle CBD White Center
WEST WEST 24 Seattle CBD Central Magnolia
WEST WEST 25 Seattle CBD Laurelhurst
WEST WEST 26 Seattle CBD East Green Lake
WEST WEST 26 EX Seattle CBD East Green Lake
WEST WEST 27 Seattle CBD Colman Park
WEST WEST 28 - {Seattle CBD Broadview
WEST WEST 28 EX Seattle CBD Broadview
WEST WEST 28 SH Fremont Broadview
WEST WEST 28 B Seattle CBD Whittier Heights
WEST WEST 31 U. District Magnolia
WEST WEST 32 EX Seattle CBD Rainier Beach
WEST WEST 33 Seattle CBD Discovery Park
WEST WEST 33 B Seattle CBD Discovery Park
WEST WEST 35 Duwamish Seattle CBD
WEST WEST 36 Seattle CBD Rainier Beach
WEST WEST 36 SH Beacon Hill Rainier Beach
WEST WEST 36 B Seattle CBD Beacon Hill
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- Route Assignments by Subarea - Fall 2001 Routes

Former Current Route [Part |Type |Primary Attract Neighborhood
Assignments Assignment
WEST AWEST 37 Seattle CBD Admiral District
WEST WEST 37 EX Seattle CBD Admiral District
WEST WEST 38 Mount Baker Beacon Hill
WEST WEST 39 Seattle CBD Southcenter
WEST WEST 39 EX Seattle CBD Rainier Beach
WEST WEST 39 SH Beacon Hill Southcenter
WEST WEST 39 TB Seattle CBD Rainier Beach
WEST WEST 41 Seattle CBD Northgate
WEST WEST 42 Seattle CBD Rainier View
WEST WEST 42 EX Seattle CBD Rainier View
TWEST WEST 42 NT Seattle CBD Rainier View

WEST WEST 42 B Seattle CBD Rainier Beach
WEST WEST 43 Seattle CBD U. District
WEST WEST 43 SH U. District Capitol Hill
WEST WEST 44 U. District Ballard
WEST WEST 45 EX U. District Queen Anne
WEST WEST 46 U. District Shilshole
WEST WEST 48|N U. District Loyat Heights

" |WEST WEST 48{N EX U. District Loyal Heights
WEST WEST 48N B U. District Ravenna
WEST WEST 48|S U. District Rainier Beach
WEST WEST 48{S ALT U. District Columbia City
WEST WEST 48(S B8 U. District Mount Baker
WEST WEST 51 West Seattle West Seattle
WEST WEST 53 West Seattle Admiral District
WEST WEST 54 Seattle CBD Fauntleroy
WEST WEST 54 EX Seattle CBD Fauntleroy
WEST WEST 55 Seattle CBD Admiral District
WEST WEST 55 SH West Seattle Admiral District
WEST WEST 56 Seattle CBD Alki
WEST WEST 56 EX Seattle CBD Alki
WEST WEST 57 Seattle CBD W. Seattle Junction
WEST WEST 60 Capitol Hill White Center
WEST WEST 60 T8 Capitol Hill Georgetown
WEST WEST 64 EX Seattle CBD Lake City
WEST WEST 65 . District Lake City
WEST WEST 66 EX Seattle CBD Northgate
WEST WEST 67 U. District North Seattle
WEST WEST 68 U. District Northgate TC
WEST WEST 70 Seattle CBD U. District
WEST WEST 71 . Seattle CBD Wedgwood
WEST WEST 71 EX Seattle CBD Wedgwood
WEST WEST 72 Seattle CBD Lake City
WEST WEST 72 EX Seattle CBD Lake City
WEST WEST 73 Seattle CBD Jackson Park
WEST WEST 73 EX Seattle CBD Jackson Park
WEST WEST ~ 73 TEX Seattle CBD Roosevelt
WEST WEST 74 Seattle Center Sand Point
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Route Assignments by Subarea - Fall 2001 Routes

Former Current Route JPart |[Type |Primary Attract Neighborhood
Assignments Assignment '

WEST WEST 74 EX Seattle CBD Sand Point
WEST WEST 74 SH U. District Sand Point
WEST WEST 74 SHTB |U. District Sand Point
WEST JWEST 74 B Seattle Center Sand Point
WEST WEST 75 U. District Northgate
WEST WEST 75 8 U. District Lake City

WEST WEST 76 Seattie CBD Wedgwood
WEST WEST 77 Seattle CBD Jackson Park
WEST WEST 78 U. District Jackson Park
WEST WEST 79 EX Seattle CBD Lake City

WEST WEST 81 Seattle CBD Ballard

WEST WEST 82 Seattle CBD East Green Lake
WEST WEST 83 Seattle CBD U. District

WEST WEST 84 Seattle CBD Madison Park
WEST WEST 85 Seattle CBD West Seattle
WEST WEST 97 EX Belitown Seattle CBD
WEST WEST 99 Seattle CBD International Dist.
WEST WEST 217 Eastgate Seattle CBD
WEST WEST 242 Overlake North Seattle
WEST WEST 243 Bellevue Jackson Park
WEST WEST 301 Seattle CBD Shoreline

WEST WEST 301 EX Seattle CBD Shoreline

WEST WEST 302 Northgate Shoreline

WEST WEST - 304 Seattle CBD Shoreline

WEST WEST 308 EX Seattle CBD Aurora Village TC
WEST WEST 314 Shoreline Lake Forest Park
WEST WEST 315 Northgate Richmond Beach
WEST WEST 317 Seattle CBD Edmonds

WEST WEST 317 SH Northgate Edmonds

WEST WEST 317 SHTB |Northgate Aurora Village TC
WEST WEST 355 EX Seattle CBD Shoreline CC
WEST WEST 358 EX Seattle CBD Aurora Village _
WEST WEST 370 U. District Aurora Village TC
WEST WEST 372 EX U. District Woodinville P&R
WEST WEST 372 TEX U. District Northshore P&R
WEST WEST 377 ALT Seattle CBD Lynnwood
WEST WEST 377 SHAL [Northgate Lynnwood
WEST WEST 600 EX Tukwila _{Seattle CBD
WEST- WEST 650 Public School North Seattle
WEST WEST 661 Seattle CBD North Seattle
WEST WEST 773 West Seattle West Seattle
WEST WEST 943 EX First Hill Shoreline P&R
WEST WEST 951 CUST |Boeing Everett North Seattle
WEST WEST 955 CUST |Private School " |Mount Baker
WEST WEST 976 CUST |Private School Magnolia

WEST WEST 983 CUST |Private School Seward Park
WEST WEST 984 CUST  |Private School Wedgwood
WEST WEST 987 CUST |Private School Rainier Beach
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Route Assignments by Subarea - Fall 2001 Routes

Former Current Route |Part [Type |[Primary Attract Neighborhood
Assignments Assignment )
WEST WEST 988 CUST |Private School Mount Baker
WEST WEST 994 _|CUST [Private School Queen Anne
WEST WEST 995 CUST |Private School Laurelhurst
WEST WEST 997 CUST |Private School Madison Park
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Table A-1. King Cou

Description

Area FlexPass

Simplified form of FlexPass. Uses average pricing
to offer FlexPass at a flat rate to all employers in an
area. Home Free Guarantee, vanpool fare
payment, and carpool subsidies also included in
flat-rate package. .

Promote new implementation
areas, established in 2002. Seek
countywide application by 2004.

Expand sales agent relationships
in partnership with locai :
jurisdictions, economic
development organizations, and
property managers.

Business Use of
Vans

Use commuter vans for business-related trips
during the day.

Reduce the need for taking a single-occupant
vehicle to work for business meetings, training
classes, etc. _ :

Develop new business use models
to address employer and
employee midday travel needs.

Test alternative partnership and
funding arrangements.

Commuter Vouchers redeemable at Puget Sound area transit Increase employer participation in
Bonus agencies toward transit, ferry or vanpool fares. program.
Employers purchase from Metro as an easy-to-
administer single incentive tool covering multiple Expand successful subsidy
transit systems. matching partnerships with local
jurisdictions.
Commuter Vouchers purchased by employers to reward Increase employer participation in
Bonus Plus employees’ bicycling, walking and telecommuting. program.
Redeemable at selected service stations, AAA, a
recreational co-op and YMCA. Expand successful subsidy
matching partnerships with local
jurisdictions.
Custom Bus Customized commuter express transit service. Re-design current service from
80 to 100 per cent cost recovery requirement. King County to Everett.
Able to travel outside of King County.
Test corridor service focus
concept with connections from
corridor to work sites via fixed
route transit, VanShare and
carpools.
Continue to implement school
transportation services.
Flexcar Membership-based access to a fleet of cars by Continue expansion of program to

A car-sharing
program offered

reservation. Replaces need for a car or second car
for those who drive only occasionally. Members pay
per mile and per hour but avoid costs and

suburban cities and employment
centers.

with Mobility, inconveniences of car ownership. Primary market is Explore ways to package Fiexcar
Inc. households, also open to businesses for employee with other King County mobility
use. products or services.
FlexPass A comprehensive, specially priced package of Increase participation in program
. commute benefits for all employees or students at a by major employers and
(also U-PASS, site. A single pass gives users unlimited transit institutions with special
GO PASS) access, plus other benefits selected by employer transportation needs.

such as emergency rides home; financial rewards
for vanpool, carpool, bike, walk. May include joint
funding of additional transit service.

Transition smaller employers who
currently participate in FlexPass to
Area FlexPass.
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Home Free
Guarantee

Free taxi rides for altemative mode users for midday

emergencies or unplanned overtime. Employers
purchase at a low annual cost like an insurance
program for all employees. Atso known as
“emergency ride home” or “guaranteed ride home.”

Increase employer participation in
program.

Explore new applications of
product such as entire office

buildings or office parks.

JobSeeker
Transportation
Program

Partnerships with social service agencies provide
transpartation to jobs; job- training and associated
child care for welfare-to-work clients.

Provide training for social service
agency case managers.

Establish financial incentive
partnerships with social service
agencies.

Establish Vanshare and other van-
based programs in partnership
with employers.

PugetPass

(Employer
Consignment,
Pre-Pay)

Retail transit passes honored on King County Metro,

Sound Transit, Community Transit, Everett Transit,
and Pierce Transit.

Increase employer participation in
subsidy programs.

Explore ways to integrate
PugetPass subsidy programs into

“the Commute Partnership funding

maodel.

Regional
Ridematch
System )

Self-serve Internet ridematching

Regional partners: Community Transit, Pierce Transit.
Intercity Transit, Island Transit, Whatcom Transit and
Kitsap Transit.

Enhance functionality and usability
of RideshareOnline.com.

Deploy new application features
that give partners access to data
for rider recruitment, incentive
offers and reporting.

Introduce event and community
matching services through
RideshareOnline.com to promote
matching and ridesharing on an
ad-hoc and semi-routine basis.

Rideshare Plus

Customized promotion and employee matching
service for forming carpools and vanpools.

Includes analysis of employee origins and
ridesharing potential.

Uses partnership with employeré and jurisdictions
for the delivery of ridesharing service information to
employees.

Expand network of Rideshare Plus
Services throughout the region.

Provide construction mitigation
with aggressive employer
outreach and rideshare service
implementation.

Test the delivery of ridesharing
services to residential areas and
neighborhoods.

Test the use of Rideshare Plus for
the purpose of promoting all King
County Metro ridesharing
services, e.g. in addition fo
carpool and vanpool formation,
use the service for Custom Bus
and VanShare rider recruitment as
well.

Design and test carpool
management services.
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Table A-1. K "‘g‘:County Metro’s Mobility Prodi
: o -Six Year Plan Activities

Vanpool . Groups of 5 to 15 commuters sharing the ride to = Address regional vanpool fare

work on a regular basis. equalization and or
standardization issues and
*  Rider fares cover capital, operating and a portion recommend approaches for action
of administrative costs. and implementation.
*  Employers often subsidize a portion of their = Develop programs and incentives
employee’s vanpool fare. that attract vanpool drivers.

- Develop retention and reward
programs for vanpool customers,
such as affinity services.

*  Increase number of vanpool
groups by 750 over the six-year

period.

VanShare Provide vans to groups at rail stations, ferry =  Expand VanShare program as
terminals and park and ride lots in order for them to new Sound Transit rail stations
make other connections and or commute to the come on line, in partnership with
work site. the Ferry system and Kitsap

Transit and the City of Seattle.

. Attract more riders to rail, fixed
route and custom bus services.

*  Use VanShare to mitigate
construction impacts at park and
ride lots and to bring commuters
to the park and ride lot in fewer
vehicles.

=  Complete integration of FlexCar
offerings with VanShare program

Community = AddVANtage Program: provide free leased =  Add new agencies and additional

Partnership accessible vans and maintenance to non-profit operating funds and award

Program — Vans agencies. additional vehicles.

for agencies

serving = AddVANtage Plus Program: same as above, plus - Provide service more tailored to

paratransit- van driver training (up to 4 per year) and individual needs while reducing

eligible persons operating dollars for fuel and insurance (up to demand for paratransit service.
$7,000 over 12 months).

= Establish VanPool demonstration
* Proviso Vans: Provides administrative support for project.
King County Council program which gives up
to 2 free retired VanPool vehicles per council
district each year if they available;
Councilmember decides which non-profit
agencies receive vehicles.

= Accessible Workday VanPools: provide qualifying
agencies or individuals free VanPool vans

Community * Operating dollars provided for administrative staff, = Add additional agencies
Partnership fuel or insurance (up to $8,000 over a 12

Program — month period) =  Provide service more tailored to
Volunteer individual needs while reducing
Services demand for paratransit service.
Community *« Accessible Taxi Demonstration Project: provide . Establish demonstration projects;
Partnership accessible vehicles to taxi agencies chosen by continue projects if successful
Program — City of Seattle/King County/Port of Seattle

Accessibility to partnership.

Services for the

General Public * Ridematching services for ADA Paratransit

Program registrants: provide subsidized
VanPool service to individuals with an Access
Pass; assist with organizing new vanpools.
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King County

Metro Transit Division
201 South Jackson Street
MS KSC-TR-0422

Seattle, WA 98104-3856

Memorandum

January 15, 2002
TO: Interested parties

FM: Victor Obeso, Transit Planner
Service Implementation

RE: 2000 Route Performance Report

Attached is a copy of the final report of 2000 route performance. This assessment of service
performance is based upon the 1997 Route Performance Guidelines developed as part of the
implementation of the current Six-Year Transit Development Plan.

The performance guidelines establish that riders per revenue hour and fare revenue to opérating
expense ratio (FR/OE) are the criteria by which poorly performing service will be assessed; and
that only riders per revenue hour will be used to determine strong performing services.

Key Information About this Report:

* Time periods have been adjusted for 2000 to reflect a longer commute period and the
increasingly broad span of peak-period service levels that now exist. The “peak” category
now includes an added hour from 5 a.m. to 6 a.m. and from 6 p.m. to 7 p.m.

* Route variants representing less than one daily hour of service during a given time period
have been integrated into other variants of the same route during the same time period in this
report. _

= This report and the performance thresholds included herein are based on Fall 2000 annualized
ridership, cost and revenue information.

= “Route” as used in this report classifies routes by subarea, time of day, part of route and type
of route. Delineating by “part” (north, south, etc.) and “type” (shuttle, turnback, etc.) results
in several variants of some routes within the same time period. Due to operational
characteristics of the different route variants, there sometimes are considerable differences in
the performance of different route variants during the same time period.

» The size of the service investment in the individual route variants listed varies widely,
ranging from 366 to more than 22,000 annual service hours.

Should you have any questions about this report, please call me at 263-3109.
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King County

Metro Transit Division
201 South Jackson Street
MS KSC-TR-0422 ’
Seattle, WA 98104-3856

Memorandum

January 15, 2002
TO: Interested parties

FM:  Victor Obeso, Transit Planner
Service Implementation

RE: 2000 Route Performance Report

Attached is a copy of the final report of 2000 route performance. This assessment of service
performance is based upon the 1997 Route Performance Guidelines developed as part of the
implementation of the current Six-Year Transit Development Plan.

The performance guidelines establish that riders per revenue hour and fare revenue to operating
expense ratio (FR/OE) are the criteria by which poorly performing service will be assessed; and

that only riders per revenue hour will be used to determine strong performing services.

Key Information About this Report:

* Time periods have been adjusted for 2000 to reflect a longer commute period and the
increasingly broad span of peak-period service levels that now exist. The “peak” category
now includes an added hour from 5 a.m. to 6 a.m. and from 6 p.m. to 7 p-m.

" Route variants representing less than one daily hour of service during a given time period
have been integrated into. other variants of the same route during the same time period in this
report.

* This report and the performance thresholds included herein are based on Fall 2000 annualized
ridership, cost and revenue information.

* “Route” as used in this report classifies routes by subarea, time of day, part of route and type
of route. Delineating by “part” (north, south, etc.) and “type” (shuttle, turnback, etc.) results
in several variants of some routes within the same time period. Due to operational
characteristics of the different route variants, there sometimes are considerable differences in
the performance of different route variants during the same time period.

= The size of the service investment in the individual route variants listed varies widely,
ranging from 366 to more than 22,000 annual service hours.

Should you have any questions about this report, please call me at 263-3109.
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Route Performance Summary

Subarea Time Rides/Rev. Hr. FR/IOE Rides
period
EAST
Peak 30.8 19.8% 5,420,567
Midday 25.2 11.3% 2,566,589
Night 19.5 7.5% 584,351
SOUTH .
Peak 413 24.9% 9,372,383
Midday 40.4 19.6% 6,501,511
Night 27.7 11.9% 1,944,341
WEST
Peak - 59.5 34.2% 30,050,355
Midday 53.8 - 25.8% 28,184,583
Night 35.1 14.8% 7,336,723
SYSTEM _ .
' Total 45.9 . 24.0% 91,961,403

Evaluation Thresholds

Subarea Time Performance Rides/Rev. Hr.| FR/OE
Thresholds
EAST
Peak Strong 44 .4
Minimum 171 10.0%
Midday Strong 34.8
Minimum : 15.2 6.3%
Night Strong 31.2
_ Minimum 8.2 2.7%
SOUTH
Peak Strong 53.9
Minimum 28.4 15.8%
Midday ' Strong 541
: Minimum 27.2 12.0%
Night Strong 35.9
Minimum 20.3 7.7%
WEST '
Peak Strong 78.4
Minimum 40.3 20.7%
Midday Strong 727
Minimum 35.7 15.9%
Night Strong 47.9
Minimum 23.4 9.3%

*Based on annualized Fall 2000 passenger boardings on regular service routes.
Excludes paratransit, special service, and the downtown Seattle Ride-Free Area.
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EAST SUBAREA - FALL 2000

Route | Part | Type Neighborhood Rides per ° | 2000 Farebox
Revenue Hour JReturn (FR/OE)
Strong Performance Threshold 44.35

212 JEX |Eastgate P&R 76.79 40.44%
306 EX |Kenmore 48.93%
214 TEX  JIssaquah 32.27%
312 EX Woodinville 29.81%
253 |Bear Creek P&R 44.54%
230|E Redmond P&R 3 29.11%
255| Kingsgate 42,22, 36.31%

~ 258]. Kirkland 4147 26.47%
271 Issaquah P&R 37.52 17.57%
252 Kingsgate P&R 36.40 21.30%
215 Issaquah 35.08] 11.29%
229] EX Overlake 34.58} 30.41%
268] E Lake Sammamish 34.20| 20.68%
203 |Mercer Istand 32.97 16.19%
257 |Kingsgate P&R 32.92 20.63%
214 EX |North Bend 31.57 19.78%
230fW |[Kingsgate P&R 31.20 21.30%
266 Bear Creek P&R 29.87 18.62%
215 B Issaquah 29.70 15.75%
225 EX Overlake 29.32 27.69%
272 JEastgate P&R 28.72 10.19%
261 Overlake P&R 27.83 18.53%
237) Woodinville 27.78 3
256 Overlake P&R 27.47 20.22%
31 Woodinville P&R 27.45 16.06%
240 Bellevue 26.92 16.72%
342 |Bothell 26.89 10.83%
271 B |Betievue TC 26.71 11.13%
942 EX |Eastgate P&R 26.18 16.04%
251 EX Woodinville 25.93 18.08%
210 Issaquah 25.86 17.75%
259 fKirkland 25.14 13.85%
232 Redmond P&R 24.32 10.28%
251 8 Redmond 23.50
205 EX Mercer Island 23.45;}
255 B Kirkland 23.13 14.37%
202 Mercer Istand 23.09] 15.21%
277 Juanita 23.02): 99%|
249] Redmond P&R 22.93 10.64%
262 Kingsgate P&R 22.53 14.77%
204 |Mercer Island 22.26 12.29%
234 ]Northshore P&R 22.14 15.83%
222 Overlake 21.35 15.99%
231 Totem Lake 20.40 11.76%
251 Woodinville 20.24, 17.59%
233 Bellevue 19.51 50y
250§ Redmond P&R 18.75 27%
931 Woodinville P&R 18.70, 14.17%
260 Northshore P&R 10.62%
921 Eastgate P&R 11.35%
2541 SH JRedmond 10.97%
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EAST SUBAREA - FALL 2000

Route | Part | Type Neighborhood Rides per 2000 Farebox
Revenue Hour | Return (FR/OE)
341 {Bothell
920] |Kingsgate P&R
209] [North Bend
269) |E Lake Sammamish
|Mercer island
|North Bend

MIDDAY

Strong Performance Threshold
312 EX Woodinville
231 Totem Lake
253] |Bear Creek P&R 21.91%
266| |Bear Creek P&R 13.61%
230|E |Redmond P&R 18.32%
215 T8 Issaquah 11.13%
277 Juanita 3097 8.11%
230w IKingsgate P&R 30.07 13.63%
255 Kingsgate 28.66 14.43%
255 TB Kirkland 27.53 11.56%
271 Issaquah P&R 27.06 10.44%
240 Bellevue 25.56 11.34%
272 Eastgate P&R 23.57 7.25%
251 ™8 Redmond 23.56 10.48%
215 Issaquah 23.28 8.16%
222 Overlake 18.50 8.87%
203 {Mercer Island 18.38 12.60%
250 Redmond P&R 18.30 12.18%
931 Woodinville P&R 17.99 9.96%
234 [Northshore P&R 17.82 9.78%
249] |Redmond P&R 17.54 7.88%
213 |Mercer Island 17.26 21.48%
251 |Woodinville 16.75 8.41%
341 SH |Bothell 16.59
921 Eastgate P&R 15.84
341 Bothell
205 EX Mercer Island
920 JKingsgate P&R
204 Mercer Island
254 SH Redmond
209§ North Bend

North Bend

Minimum

Strong Performance Threshold
253 |Bear Creek P&R
230JE Redmond P&R 17.32%
253 8 Redmond 16:59%
271 Issaquah P&R 8.32%
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EAST SUBAREA - FALL 2000

2000 Farebox

Route | Part | Type Neighborhood Rides per
) Revenue Hour |Return (FR/OE)
230w Kingsgate P&R 21.77 8.22%
215| issaquah 21.46 6.68%
240 Bellevue 17.33 6.99%{
229 IEX Overlake 17.00 12.06%
280 Bellevue TC 16.22 6.61%
222 Overlake 13.59% 6.00%
255 JKingsgate 6.01%|
251 B8 |Redmond 5.58%
255 B IIGrkland 5.06%
341 SH |Bothell 3.93%
251 lWoodinvilIe 4.48%
209 |North Bend 3.28%
254 SH |Redmond 2.95%
341 |Bothelt - 2.88%
271 T8 Bellevue TC A
269 E Lake Sammamish z 56 SRR
Minimum Performance Threshold 8.19 2.72%
EEm e v G
O B RO 0 pported by p ate b e
Peak| 965 CUST [Overiake 15.45 16.44%
A-RID RO 0 exible ro .
Peak 291 DART JRedmond 8.35 3.09%
Peak 922 DART JCamnation 6.08 11.06%
Night 923 DART |Crossroads 18.41 12.55%
Midday 923 DART JCrossroads 19.46 13.32%
Peak 923 DART [Crossroads 2427 25.87%
Midday 925 DART INewcastle 1.54 1.83%
Midday 927 DART |E Lake Sammamish 4.81 4.01%
Peak 927 DART |E Lake Sammamish 6.23 8.92%
Night 935 DART JJuanita 4.591 3.13%
Midday 935 DART JJuanita 5.14 2.72%
Peak 935 DART fJuanita 575 6.43%
R P PPORTED RO O ared anothe
Midday/| 200 Issaquah 17.52 8.74%
Peak 200 Jissaquah 15.99] 9.79%
Peak 291 DART JRedmond 8.35 3.09%
Q0O RO 0 a ared o]¥]e orp ate 00
Peak 206 Newport Hills 45.79 24.96%
Peak 207 INewport Hills 5225 28.76%
Peak 208 Newport Hills 36.56 16.20%
Midday 219 Newcastle 37.74 13.21%
Peak 219 Newcastle 6.30 3.67%
Peak 239 Totem Lake 20.90 10.09%
Peak 660 Bellevue 48.46 10.35%
Peak 885 Bellevue 11.20 4.26%
Peak 886 Clyde Hifl 34.29) 10.42%
Peak 888 Eastgate 45.93 19.31%
Peak 889 Bellevue 48.61 22.78%
Peak 890 Eastgate 38.40 15.14%
Peak 956 CUST IMercer Istand 34.59 27.52%
Peak 967 CUST  |South Bellevue P&R 30.26 19.05%
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EAST SUBAREA - FALL 2000

Route | Part | Type Neighborhood Rides per 2000 Farebox
Revenue Hour | Return (FR/IOE)

Peak 979 CUST |East Samm Plateau 22.80 16.57%
Peak g86] CUST _|Kirkland 54.71 4325%
Peak| — 989) CUST |Easigate 27.74 22.01%
Peak] - 998| CUST IMercer Island P&R 10.59) 9.92%]"

l |

Meets or exceeds strong performance objective
' Does not meet minimum performance objectives

north route segment
south route segment
east route segment
west route segment
express routing
SH shuttle routing
8 tumback routing
ALT alternate routing
SHAL alternate shuttle routing
CUST _ |custom bus route {
Night 7:00 p.m. to 5:00 a.m. all days
Midday  {9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. weekdays, 5:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. weekends
. Peak 5:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. weekdays

Qls|mlo|z

SOUTH SUBAREA - FALL 2000
Route | Part Type Neighborhood Rides per | 2000 Farebox
: Revenue |Return (FR/OE)
Hour
Strong Performance Threshold

136 " |Burien
106 |Renton
101 |Fairwood
101 B |Renton CBD ;
174 Federal Way P&R,TC 41.48%
190 Star Lake P&R 29.10%] -
188 Federal Way 24.68%
177 Federal Way
150 Aubum
132 EX Highline CC
941 EX Star Lake P&R 31.15%
135 8 White Center 52.44 - 29.63%
130 JEX Highline CC 50.33 26.21%
135 1Burien TC 50.25) 29.95%
195 Federal Way 49.00 23.07%
113 Shorewood 48.25 25.59%
196 Federal Way S P&R 47.85 24.51%
150 8 Kent 47.26 28.76%
158 Lk Meridian/E Kent P&R 45.19} 30.49%
107 Renton . 43.80| 32.23%
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SOUTH SUBAREA - FALL 2000
Route } Part Type Neighborhood Rides per | 2000 Farebox
Revenue }Return (FR/OE)
Hour

164 Kent 43.70 29.77%

162 Kent 43.64 22.20%

168 [Timberlane 43.54 25.93%

130 B |Burien 42.38 31.45%

176 Federal Way 42.24 25.73%

178 Federal Way 42.19 23.80%

136 EX Burien TC 41.85 29.25%

116 EX Fauntieroy 41.39 23.58%

174 B SeaTac 41.00 28.21%

132 TB Burien 40.78 29.20%

111 EX IRenton 40.42 25.25%

169 Kent P&R,TC 39.85 23.86%

151 Auburn 39.75 5:64%

187 Federal Way 38.32 18.52%

159 Kent P&R,TC 38.23 24.10%

194 Federal Way S P&R 37.80 19.28%

118 TB Vashon 36.48 20.69%

191 Star Lake P&R 36.46 20.02%

152 B Auburn 36.35 20.91%

119 EX Vashon 35.47 28.27%

130 | Highline CC 34.82 29.25%

143 |EX Black Diamond 34.61 30.08%

197 Federal Way S P&R 33.85 059

160 Kent 33.40 19.20%

132 Highline CC 33.21 24.96%

192 Federal Way 33.09 20.12%

114 EX Renton 32.90 21.45%

148 Renton Highlands 32.87 36.12%

181 Green River CC 30.77 19.95%

167 Aubum P&R 30.57 921%

105 Renton Highlands 30.22 17.28%

133 Burien TC 30.00 Og AL

119 SH Vashon 29.69 16.77%

140 Burien 29.54 17.74%

163 Kent 29.42 17.35%

166 Kent P&R,TC 28.83 18.96%

170 McMicken Heights

139 Gregory Heights

183 Kent

173 Federal Way P&R,TC

1562 Enumclaw

175 Federal Way P&R,TC

118 EX Vashon

153 Kent

155 Fairwood

154 Auburn

186 Auburn

915 Enumclaw

118 Vashon

124 Southcenter

912 Covington
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SOUTH SUBAREA - FALL 2000

Route | Part Type Neighborhood Rides per | 2000 Farebox
Revenue |Return (FR/OE)
Hour
149 Black Diamond 6210 SEafor
Minimum Performance Threshold 28. 15.82%
: ' : ks to! ‘ 24.69%
DDA
Strong Performance Threshold 54.08
174 NT Federal Way S P&R 5410 29.27%
174 Federal Way P&R,TC 5516 30.75%
177 Federal Way 52.17 18.51%
136 Burien 51.06 27.04%
101 B Renton CBD 50.96 27.35%
106 Renton 50.65| 23.54%
188 Federal Way 47.78 27.59%
150 Aubumn 47.78 21.85%
164 Kent 47.41 20.50%
135 |Burien TC 45.20 20.73%
169 Kent P&R,TC 4222 20.75%
132 TB Burien 40.95 22.04%
194 Federal Way S P&R 40.90 18.69%
150, B Kent 40.55 18.32%
140 |Burien 40.02 16.19%
130 TB Burien 39.87 20.94%
151 Auburn 39.75 14.88%
107 Renton 36.95) 18.74%
168 Timberlane 36.54 15.03%
174 B SeaTac 35.23 17.81%
132 EX Highline CC 34.11 15.53%
197 Federal Way S P&R 32.95 79%
116 EX Fauntleroy 32.50, 14.13%
130 JHighline CC 3217 16.97%
186 |Aubum 32.04 21.82%
105 |Renton Highlands 31.83 13.12%
132 |Highline CcC 31.32 15.66%
130 EX |Highline CcC 31.23 13.62%
148 JRenton Highlands 30.58 32.89%
139 Gregory Heights 29.481 14.67%
187 Federal Way
166 Kent P&R,TC
185 Auburn
181 Green River CC
155 Fairwood
167 Aubum P&R
915 Enumclaw
183 Kent
118 Vashon
118 TB Vashon
118 EX Vashon
149 Black Diamond
119 SH Vashon
912 Covington
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SOUTH SUBAREA - FALL 2000

Route { Part Type Neighborhood Rides per ]| 2000 Farebox
Revenue |[Return (FR/OE)
Hour
Minimum Performance Threshold 27.24 12.03%
1 - = T0EH SO
Strong Performance Threshold 35.91
174 Federal Way P&R,TC 40.34 18.89%
174 NT Federal Way S P&R 38.32 19.14%
106 Renton 32.15 12.74%
188 Federal Way 31.66 17.83%
135 Burien TC 30.59 11.82%
136 Burien 29.88 13.15%
169 Kent P&R,TC 29.40 11.84%
140 Burien 27.89§ 9.96%
101 TB Renton CBD 26.93 13.68%
151 Auburn 26.37 8.21%
187 Federal Way 25.61 14.53%
150 Auburn 25.18 10.59%
168 Timberlane 22.89 8.32%
194 Federal Way S P&R 22.47 8.33%
164 Kent 21.93 8.95%
130 Highline CC 217 9.34%
166 |Kent P&R,TC 20.72 8.34%
132 |Highline CC 20.65 9.56%
107 Renton 19 8.83%
181 Green River CC %
132 B Burien 2
148 Renton Highlands
119 SH Vashon
118 Vashon
139 Gregory Heights
118 TB Vashon
149 Black Diamond
152 Enumclaw %o
Minimum Performance Threshold 20.32 7.74%
O oo TR 2075
O 5 RO O pported by p ate n e
Peak 949 CUST  |Federal Way S P&R 18.43 19.81%
Peak 952 CUST  JAubum P&R 13.79 13.36%
Peak 970 CUST JAuburn 17.33 15.60%
DA A-RID RO 0 exibie ro g
Night 901 DART |Dash Point 21.03 13.63%
Midday 901 |DART |Dash Point 21.03 18.45%
Peak 901 |DART |Dash Point 23.95 27.60%
Night 903 |DART South Campus 21.37 16.35%
Midday| 903 |DART South Campus 21.09 20.29%
Peak 903 |DART South Campus 24.06 34.84%
Midday 908 lDART Renton Highiands 16.45 4.61%
Peak 908 |DART Renton Highlands 19.22 8.61%
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SOUTH SUBAREA - FALL 2000
Route | Part Type Neighborhood Rides per | 2000 Farebox
Revenue |[Return (FR/OE)
Hour
Night 909| |DART  |[Renton 12.01 5.92%
Midday 914 |DART |Kent 15.05 0.00%
Peak 914 [DART |Kent 18.95 0.00%
Midday 916 |DART |Kent 15.18 13.27%
Peak 916 |[DART  JKent 18.88 23.59%
Midday 917 |DART |Algona 14.76 11.28%
Peak 917 - |DART }Algona 16.08 18.56%
PAR R P PPOR D RO » areq ano er e

Midday 110 Renton 20.69 8.35%
Peak 110 |Renton 16.74 10.62%
Midday 914 {DART  [Kent 15.05 0.00%
Peak 914 DART  [Kent 18.95 0.00%
Midday 916 DART |Kent 15.18 13.27%
Peak 916 DART [Kent 18.88 23.59%

Meets or exceeds strong performance objective
Does not meet minimum performance objectives
N north route segment
S south route segment
E east route segment
w west route segment
EX express routing
SH shuttle routing
B turback routing
ALT alternate routing
SHAL
CUST

alternate shuttle routing

custom bus route |
Night 7:00 p.m. to 5:00 a.m. all days

Midday 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. weekdays, 5:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. weekends
Peak 5:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. weekdays

SEATTLE/NORTH KING COUNTY SUBAREA - FALL 2000

Neighborhood Rides per 2000 Farebox
Revenue Hour Return (FR/OE)
Strong Performance Threshold 78.35
5 |ex Greenwood 96.10 39.69%
7IN TB Broadway 94.85 66.33%
15 Blue Ridge 91.36 61.40%
41 Northgate 90.07 38.75%
15 TB Ballard 89.29 57.16%
28 B Whittier Heights 88.65 50.80%
3IN North Queen Anne 87.75 60.88%
72 EX . |Lake City 87.71 49.23%
4IN |[East Queen Anne 85.41 56.96%
1 Kinnear 84.16 56.42%
15 EX Blue Ridge 83.50 37.48%
18 NT North Beach 83.07 37.45%
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SEATTLE/NORTH KING COUNTY SUBAREA - FALL 2000
Route Part Type Neighborhood Rides per 2000 Farebox
Revenue Hour Return (FR/OE)

2 West Queen Anne 82.94 55.33%
67 North Seattle 81.69 40.67%,
18 North Beach 80.20 53.12%

4 Judkins Park 78.86 49.39%
11 JMadison Park 78.80 48.50%
13 Seattle Pacific U. 78.76 53.33%
48 f{Rainier Beach 78.65 44.32%
73 EX Jackson Park 78.64 42.89%
18 EX North Beach 78.64 36.99%
54 EX Fauntleroy 78.62 33.12%
56 EX Alki 78.08 29.85%,

3 Madrona 76.43 47.14%
26 EX East Green Lake 76.22 45.63%
71 EX Wedgwood 76.18 42.34%
48 Loyal Heights 74.77 37.32%

2 Madrona 74.67 52.22%

7 U. District 74.24 53.12%
73 TEX Roosevelt 74.24 32.46%
18 B lCrown Hiil 74.06 44.56%

2 EX West Queen Anne 72.66 31.69%
10 Capitol Hill 71.77 41.77%

3 B First Hill 71.57 47.23%
17 EX Loyal Heights 70.49 40.63%
24 Central Magnolia 70.26 44.70%
12 B First Hill 70.04 46.43%
26 East Green Lake 69.37 46.17%

7 TB Rainier Beach 69.28] 48.80%
31 Magnolia 68.97 33.04%

301 EX Shoreline 68.55 50.50%
20 T8 White Center 67.33 35.00%
48 ALT Columbia City 66.77 40.07%
44 Ballard 66.22 34.67%
48 TB Ravenna 65.33 12.78%
36 B Beacon Hill 64.10 40.21%

8 B Capitoi Hill 62.68 24.01%

358 EX Aurora Village 62.68 40.96%

8 lMount Baker 62.52 35.02%
36 |Rainier Beach 62.43 37.65%
12 Interlaken Park 62.40 40.99%
42 TB Rainier Beach 62.29 32.78%
65 |Lake City 60.91 23.56%
43 IU. District 60.83 35.26%
33 Discovery Park 60.67 33.66%
20 Shorewood 60.61 31.95%
21 EX Arbor Heights 60.36 29.89%
55 Admiral District 59.74 33.06%
48 EX Loyal Heights 59.47 21.11%
28 EX Broadview 59.47 33.32%
27 Colman Park 58.98 37.73%
14 Mount Baker 58.76 39.38%
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SEATTLE/NORTH KING COUNTY SUBAREA - FALL 2000
Route Part Type Neighborhood Rides per 2000 Farebox
Revenue Hour Return (FR/OE)

4IN NT East Queen Anne 58.65 35.48%
718 Rainier Beach 58.53 38.26%

5 Shoreline CC 58.46 33.85%
28 1Broadview 58.34 37.21%
14{N Summit 57.70 38.19%
60 White Center 57.37 37.38%
75 Northgate 56.38 33.36%
78 Jackson Park 56.29, 17.24%
17, Loyal Heights 56.10 38.25%
9 Rainier Beach 55.55 36.37%
42 EX [Rainier View 54.88 30.94%
54 Fauntleroy 54.61 29.39%
64 EX Lake City 53.80 31.21%
42 NT Rainier View: 53.70 38.24%
5 ALT Northgate TC 53.65 34.54%
42 Rainier View 53.10; 39.44%
21 Arbor Heights 52.62 31.83%
38 Beacon Hill 52.35 22.79%
76 Wedgwood 52.09, 26.00%
137 EX Burien 51.55 33.48%
71s EX Rainier Beach 51.28) 26.42%
36 EX Rainier Beach 50.86 29.78%
68 Northgate TC 50.67 26.34%
70 U. District 50.59 31.67%
77 Jackson Park 50.27 25.12%
372 TEX Northshore P&R 50.15 13.54%
19 West Magnolia 49.94 25.17%
66 EX Northgate 49.79 28.59%
943 EX Shoreline P&R 49.21 35.57%
73 Jackson Park 49.07 21.92%
16 Northgate TC 48.84 31.56%
137 B Burien 48.63 36.32%
137 Burien 47.93 38.62%
39 B Rainier Beach 47.40 29.09%
39 EX Rainier Beach 47.31 19.09%
16 EX Northgate TC 45.91 22.91%
74 SHTB Sand Point 45.81 18.88%
45 EX Queen Anne 44.70 14.42%
377 ALT Lynnwood 4415 28.93%
75 B8 |Lake City 43.65 20.79%
43 SH Capitol Hill 43.46 15.54%
56| Alki 42.68 24.31%
372 EX Woodinville P&R 42.60 11.99%
377 SHAL Lynnwood 41.94 27.80%
74 EX Sand Point 41,52 17.37%
355 EX Shoreline CC 40.91 19.25%
307 Woodinville P&R 40.86 29.48%
22 White Center 40.04 26.82%
57 W. Seattle Junction 40.04 23.57%
302 Shoreline 40.00 20.68%
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SEATTLE/NORTH KING COUNTY SUBAREA - FALL 2000

Route Part Type Neighborhood Rides per 2000 Farebox
Revenue Hour Return (FR/OE)
99 Intemational Dist. 39.79 7.7%%
128 Admiral District 39.59 22.92%
46 Ballard 39.15 11.09%,
317 |Edmonds 38.55 22.58%
243 Jackson Park 37.75 19.88%
242 North Seattle 37.20 18.12%
304 Shoreline 36.75 23.32%
370 Aurora Village TC 36.40 12.04%
71 Wedgwood 34.79 15.19%
39 Southcenter 34.10 21.71%
74 SH Sand Point 33.86| 20.00%
791 EX Lake City 33.49] 17.04%
37 EX Admiral District 33.01 19.52%
25 Laurelhurst 31.91 22.34%
308 EX Aurora Village TC 31.21 20.29%
35 Seattle CBD 30.65 13.96%
72 Lake City 30.55| 14.51%
317 SH Edmonds 27.35| 15.96%
36 SH Rainier Beach 2434 7.11%
37 Admiral District 22.28 12.56%
71s SH Rainier Beach 21.07 '9.59%
51 West Seattle 19.20 11.64%
315 |Richmond Beach 18.39 14.76%
301 Shoreline 15.77 10.93%
71 SHTB Rainier Beach 15.74 8.11%
314 |Lake Forest Park 13.53 10.91%
14|S B IDS 8.75 5.87%
Minimum Performance Threshold| 40.35| 20.73%
west peak totals | 59.35 33.94%
DDA
Strong Performance Threshold 72.68
7IN B Broadway 05533 51.54%
481N B Ravenna 24.36%
2|N West Queen Anne 43.89%
1 Kinnear 38.90%
4IN East Queen Anne 42.59%
67 North Seattle 17 46.38%,
3N North Queen Anne 43.07%
3Is B First Hill 8249 48.67%
1 Madison Park 8153 41.03%
13 Seattle Pacific U. L78ap 36.29%,
48|s Rainier Beach 74868 38.41%
7{N U. District 41.37%
73 EX Jackson Park =80} 34.69%
72 EX [Fake City 70.22 33.67%
36 B IBeacon Hili 69.71 35.06%
10 Capitol Hill 69.33 30.61%
318 Madrona 68.74 35.40%
15 Blue Ridge 68.66) 35.99%
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SEATTLE/NORTH KING COUNTY SUBAREA - FALL 2000

Route Part Type Neighborhood Rides per 2000 Farebox
Revenue Hour Return (FR/OE)

718 TB Rainier Beach 68.01 36.98%
45 Judkins Park 66.76 35.43%
141S |Mount Baker 65.65 35.13%
73 TEX lRoosevelt 64.32 25.86%
71S Rainier Beach 64.09 33.88%
481S ALT Columbia City 62.75 32.89%
71 EX Wedgwood 62.64 32.79%
48|N Loyal Heights 62.64 30.42%
2Is Madrona 62.11 32.75%
358 EX Aurora Village 61.07 31.18%
18 TB Crown Hill 61.00] 29.17%
15 B Ballard 60.68 28.34%
44 Ballard 60.02 25.21%
36 IRainier Beach 58.88} 29.50%
18] [North Beach 58.00 31.00%
60 White Center 57.47 28.69%
26 East Green Lake 57.06 29.52%
12 Interiaken Park 55.58 24.59%
14N Summit 54.95 24.38%
12 TB First Hill 54.72 29.69%
9 Rainier Beach 54.26 28.26%
20 Shorewood 54.19| 24.45%
54 Fauntleroy 54.08 23.52%
48(S B Mount Baker 53.81 26.62%
5 Shoreline CC 52.78 26.76%
42 Rainier View 51.17 28.99%
43 U. District 50.94 23.39%
73 Jackson Park 50.80 24.13%
8 Mount Baker 50.71 19.30%
72 Lake City 50.54 24.38%
55 Admiral District 48.47 20.65%
45 1EX Queen Anne 48.46 6.91%
41 Northgate 48.40 19.56%
355 EX Shoreline CC 48.24 14.39%
8 B Capitol Hill 48.17 19.96%
71 Wedgwood 47.89 22.55%
301 EX Shoreline 47.76 17.51%
28 Broadview 47.04 25.87%
31 Magnolia 46.44 19.86%
65 Lake City 46.40 15.98%
307 Woodinville P&R 45.93 22.72%
24 Central Magnolia 45.86 20.71%
68 Northgate TC 45.84 23.05%
99 International Dist. 45.32 8.32%
38 Beacon Hill 44.85 16.27%
5 ALT Northgate TC 44.80 24.44%
75 Northgate 44.77 22.43%
137 B Burien 4417 24.39%
21 Arbor Heights 43.94 20.18%
27 Colman Park 43.60 20.18%
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SEATTLE/NORTH KING COUNTY SUBAREA - FALL 2000
Route Part Type Neighborhood Rides per 2000 Farebox
Revenue Hour Return (FR/OE)
372 TEX Northshore P&R 42.64 13.65%
16 Northgate TC 41.85 21.35%
370 Aurora Village TC 41.60 9.96%
56 Alki 41.56 19.84%
60 B Georgetown 40.59 20.10%
242 North Seattle 40.34 12.00%
128 B West Seattle 40.33 18.84%
377 SHAL |Lyn nwood 39.65 15.29%
66 EX Northgate 38.87 17.34%
128 Admiral District 37.08 20.69%
302 Shoreline 36.68) 14.51%
43 SH Capitol Hill 36.41 11.22%
70 U. District 36.19| 16.33%
4N NT East Queen Anne 35.94 16.76%|
372 EX Woodinville P&R 35.90]. 11.79%
17 Loyal Heights 35.89| 19.45%
39 8 Rainier Beach 34.27] - 15.16%
78 Jackson Park 34.12 9.24%
22 White Center 33.71 16.22%
317 SH Edmonds 31.51 13.80%
39 Southcenter 29.52}. 14.31%
74 SH Sand Point 28.56, 12.82%,
317 SHTB Aurora Village TC 27.90 9.48%
39 SH Southcenter 27.57 9.28%
33 Discovery Park 27.23 13.80%
1 SH Kinnear 26.18] -~ 11.73%
28 SH Broadview 25:85 10.20%
51 West Seattle 21.98 9.65%
25 Laurelhurst 20.26 9.34%
7Is SH IRainier Beach . 20.22 9.08%
71S SHTB lRainier Beach 17.05] 7.49%
315 JRichmond Beach 16.24 - 9.52%
37 Admiral District 10.62 5.07%
Minimum Performance Threshold 35.65 15.86%
west midday totals 54.17 26.14%
Strong Performance Threshold 47.91
48|s Rainier Beach ] 33.15%
7IN U. District v 30.04%
13 Seattle Pacific U. 7 23.07%
8 Mount Baker 2 17.08%
10 Capitol Hill ; 18.17%
2|N West Queen Anne 9 25.32%
44 Ballard 20.29%
14N Summit 17.97%
11 Madison Park 20.00%
15 Biue Ridge e 19.10%
8 B Capitol Hill 87 17.62%
7N TB Broadway 4 17.77%
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SEATTLE/NORTH KING COUNTY SUBAREA - FALL 2000

Route Part Type Neighborhood Rides per 2000 Farebox
’ Revenue Hour Return (FR/OE)

42 Rainier View 47.27 19.53%
67 North Seattle 46.55 21.93%
48N Loyal Heights 46.47 22.22%
18 NT North Beach 46.16 22.56%
48]s ALT Columbia City 44.26 17.14%
72 ILake City 43.72 18.71%
48]1S B Mount Baker 43.10 18.13%
4N East Queen Anne 42.99 19.76%
73 Jackson Park 42.79) 18.16%
358 EX Aurora Village 42.79 19.25%
71S Rainier Beach 42.48 20.48%
1418 Mount Baker 41.51 17.77%
43 IU. District 41.16) 17.77%
26 East Green Lake 38.86 17.71%
18 TB Crown Hill 38.51 16.79%
41S Judkins Park 38.16, 15.45%
42 NT |Rainier View 37.70 21.90%
15 SH Blue Ridge 37.10 11.65%
54 Fauntleroy 35.90 14.24%
18 North Beach 35.79 19.94%
2|S Madrona 35.75 16.14%
71 Wedgwood 35.64 15.45%
36 Rainier Beach 35.13 16.61%
55 Admiral District 34.15 12.87%
5 Shoreline CC 33.97 14.71%
3|S Madrona 33.74 14.35%
20 Shorewood 31.94 11.97%
128 B West Seattle 31.83 12.95%
1 SH Kinnear 31.36 12.00%
377 SHAL Lynnwood 31.10 9.87%
9 Rainier Beach 30.68 13.67%
55 SH Admiral District 30.25 11.34%
137 TB Burien 29.92 13.59%
21 Arbor Heights 29.65 10.95%
307 Woodinville P&R 28.40 11.42%
65 Lake City 28.35 9.24%
85 West Seattle 28.29 14.04%
42 TB Rainier Beach 28.02 12.15%
56 Alki 27.86) 8:44%
43 SH Capitol Hill 27.48 8.02%
317 SHTB Aurora Village TC 26.76 9.19%
75 Northgate 26.37| 11.52%
60 White Center 26.11 10.50%
66 EX Northgate 25.36 11.08%
36 SH Rainier Beach 24.82 6.52%
27 Colman Park 24.08 10.39%
24 Central Magnolia 23.96 9.35%
74 SHTB Sand Point 23.10 8.19%
17 Loyal Heights 23.02 11.00%
16 |Northgate TC 22.87 9.72%
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SEATTLE/NORTH KING COUNTY SUBAREA - FALL 2000
Route Part Type Neighborhood Rides per 2000 Farebox
Revenue Hour Return (FR/OE)
302 Shoreline 21.89 6.49%
81 Ballard 21.69 11.71%
12 Interlaken Park 21.50) 8.69%
71S SHTB Rainier Beach 21.43 8.20%
242 North Seattle 20.66 6.12%
31 Magnolia 20.57 4.69%
1 Kinnear 18.93 8.31%
28 SH Broadview 18.93 7.28%
38 Beacon Hill 18.89 5.94%
83 U. District 17.98{ 10.56%
71s SH Rainier Beach 17.70 6.42%
128 /Admiral District 17.19 8.71%
5 ALT Northgate TC 16.72 7.50%
33 B Discovery Park 16.44 6.00%
70 U. District 15.44) 7.09%
7|N SH U. District 12.65 4.27%
33 Discovery Park 11.21 4.11%
82 East Green Lake 10.32 6.12%
84 Madison Park ] 9.05 4.49%
Minimum Performance Threshold 23.40 9.32%
west night totals 35.66 15.11%
O 3 RO O ppotied by p ate b e
Peak] 950 CUST Admiral District 12.34 11.13%
Peak| 951 CUST North Seattle 19.05 24.44%
Peak| 955 CUST Mount Baker 24,16 21.44%
Peak] 976 CUST Magnolia 33.40 28.60%
Peak] 983 CUST Seward Park 32.92 27.08%
Peak] 984 CUST Wedgwood 27.03 21.02%
Peak| 987 CUST Rainier Beach 25.26 21.69%
Peak] 988 CUST Mount Baker 80.57 52.96%
Peak] 994 CUST Queen Anne 18.22 20.37%
Peak] 995 CUST Laurelhurst 28.83 27.23%
Peak] 997 CUST Madison Park 35.41 27.34%
RA PPOR D RO O pporied b ed d atio
Night 97 EX Seattle CBD 32.71 9.06%
Midday 97 EX Seattle CBD 51.22 14.60%
Peak 97 EX Seattle CBD 79.47 24.94%
DAR = = PPORTED RO 0 ared anothe

Midday] 318 Bitter Lake 18.62 11.57%
Peak] 318 Bitter Lake 17.76 15.90%

00 RO O ed PDUD or p ate 00
Peak] 650 South Seattle 368.57 84.28%
Peak] 955 CUST Mount Baker 24.16 21.44%
Peak] 976 CUST Magnolia 33.40 28.60%
Peak] 983 CUST Seward Park 32.92 27.08%
Peak| 984 CUST Wedgwood 27.03 21.02%
Peak] 987 CUST Rainier Beach 25.26 21.69%
Peak] 988 CUST Mount Baker 80.57, 52.96%,
Peak| 994 CUST Queen Anne 18.22 20.37%
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SEATTLE/NORTH KING COUNTY SUBAREA - FALL 2000

Route Part Type Neighborhood Rides per 2000 Farebox
) Revenue Hour Return (FR/OE)
Peak] 995 CUST Laurelhurst 28.83 27.23%
Peak} 997 CUST Madison Park 35.41 27.34%

Meets or exceeds strong perfonnancg objective

Does not meet minimum performance objectives

north route segment

south route segment

east route segment

west route segment

express routing

shuttle routing

LTS monl =

turnback routing

ALT  |alternate routing

SHAL alternate shuttle routing

CUST |custom bus route

Night  (7:00 p.m. to 5:00 a.m. all days

Midday |9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. weekdays, 5:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. weekends

Peak |5:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. weekdays
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Transit Route Facilities

Metro Transit operations currently utilize more than 9,600 bus stops, all supported by |
Transit Route Facilities. Transit Route Facilities projects usually focus on improvements
to individual bus stops and are initiated by TRF staff and through requests from
customers, drivers, bus operations staff, local residents, community, neighborhood or

business groups, property developers and local jurisdictions.

Accessible landing pads Provide an approximate 10 x 10-foot clear level landing area for
accessible lift operation. Priority for stops currently not accessible,
where requested and at special needs locations. Requires sufficient
public rights of way and may impact adjacent property owners planting
strips. Benefits all customers.

Auxiliary, redirected lighting Higher ridership stops where nearby jurisdiction street lighting can be
adjusted or additional heads added to existing poles at minimal expense.
Also desirable where street crossing lighting may not be optimal.
Potential neighborhood impacts and requires jurisdiction support and
maintenance.

Individual stop lighting High ridership stops. Relatively expensive for power supply conduits
and repairs. Cooperative work with jurisdiction required. Potential
adjacent property impacts and requires jurisdiction support.

Shelters May be installed at suburban stops where daily boardings are above 25
per day or in Seattle where boardings are greater than 50 per day.
Building and ROW use permits required from jurisdiction, normally
only on public property. Adjacent property impacts. Incurs
maintenance expense.

Awnings Requires negotiation with private property owners to replace existing or
supplant proposed shelters. Higher initial investment but lower
maintenance costs.

Shelter footings Footings without shelters often installed as part of negotiated
construction or developer mitigation where ridership growth is
anticipated. Can be used as bench foundation until use increases.

Benches May be provided at stops with daily boardings of 15 or more. Also used
if right of way at higher use stops does not allow space for shelter.
Priority at locations where extra concrete work is not needed and at
special needs locations.

Art A variety of artwork can be incorporated into passenger facilities.
Extensive use of shelter murals and creative glass etching has markedly
reduced vandalism and has helped provide a neighborhood/community
connection with bus stop shelters.

Bus stop enbancements can be realized through partnering with local
community art programs.

Bus stop extensions Used to lengthen existing bus stop to allow multiple bus queuning or
establish extended merging distances. Can allow longer buses to pull
fully even with the curb and reduce traffic blockage. Approximately
15% of current bus stops may not accommodate larger buses or allow
adequate merging distance. Neighborhood impact of potential parking
loss.
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Accessible pad extension

In locations where the stop is long enough or a stop length extension is
not possible (or not permitted) and the current loading area is too close
to the end of the stop to allow sufficient pull-out space, a set back or
extended landing pad may be required.

New bus stops

Responding to new or revised routing or requests from a variety of
public or private sources. Impacts parking, street use and local
residents.

Bus stop relocation or removals

May be needed to take advantage of new street infrastructure or property
developments. Can be needed to improve or redirect street crossing
activity, respond to new driveways or entrances, reflect changes in
routing or traffic. May impact property owners and parking.

Schedule information

Schedule holders at inbound stops, transfer points and other high use, or
potential use locations. Currently 4700 out of 9500 stops have
maintained holders.

Sidewalk' and curb cuts

May be provided where local jurisdiction has no immediate plans to
improve pedestrian environment but where stop use warrants relative
cost of improvement. May be part of accessible bus stop improvements.

Street Panels / layover pads

Often needed to shore up high use layover or bus stop locations where
street damage is likely to occur. Often done in conjunction with local
CIP’s.

Turn radius improvements

Used to correct serious operation problems on turns or signalized
intersections. Radius projects are long term and require close
cooperation with local jurisdiction.

Bus bulbs (curb bulbs)

Used to allow in-lane stops, reduce delays and speed service. Requires
Jurisdiction commitment to transit. Calms general traffic and can return
some curbside parking.

Traffic lane channelization
changes

Used to correct moderate or serious operation problems on turns,
signalized intersections or to support special transit lanes. Requires close
cooperation with local jurisdiction.

Trash receptacles

Currently added only at selected shelter locations. Often incurs high
maintenance costs, vandalism and illegal dumping. Alternative Adopt-a-
Stop volunteer program (Power and Facilities) can provide smaller
receptacles at individual bus stops. May coordinate with local
jurisdiction for City maintained facilities.

Bicycle racks

Can be provided at individual stops via local jurisdiction. KC bicycle
locker program usually provides lockers/racks only at Park and Rides.
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Corridor-based Passenger Facilities Improvement Projects

Scope

Corridor Facilities Improvements (CFI) are designed to optimize and improve bus stop
locations and facilities along high volume routes and corridors that include Transit Speed
and Reliability projects, have 15-minute or better existing or planned midday service
frequency, and/or are scheduled for jurisdiction-supported and -funded improvements.
CFls improve operating efficiency by optimizing stop placement and concentrating
ridership. Possible improvements in bus scheduling and trip times will be mvestigated by
Service Planning and Scheduling after the bus stops are installed in their final locations

and experience in actual on street operation has been gained.

Inappropriate and inefficient bus stop location, spacing and configuration on many high
volume corridors can delay both bus service and general traffic and create an
uncomfortable ride. In addition many current stops do not warrant passenger facility
improvement due to low use. The CFI program will include review of bus stop spacing to
reach an optimal compromise between customer convenience and operational efficiency.
In instances where stops have been relocated or consolidated, the “hard” improvements
(involving pouring concrete) may be scheduled to take place after the new stop
sequencing becomes well-established and remaining issues resolved.

CFI projects may differ from normal Passenger Facility projects in that CFI projects are
specifically:

 Coordinated with current and potential Transit Speed and Reliability projects.

* Coordinated and in done in partnership with supportive local jurisdictions.

¢ Coordinated with Service Planning to focus on routes or corridors with current or

planned high frequency service.
e Inclusive of all stops in both directions along a transit corridor or route.

* Designed to consider the location, facilities and spacing of all stops within the project

corridor and related impacts on overall transit operation.
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Bus Stop Location And Spacing

The current bus stop structure, formulated over 20 years ago, does not accommodate

today’s operating environment and customer demands in many urban locations.

Although there are no national standards, a common stop spacing recommendation is
about four stops per mile. Metro’s general Transportation and Service guidelines
recommend four to six stops per mile, initially starting at four per mile for new routes.
Currently there are a number of Metro routes where spacing exceeds 10 stops per mile.
The objective remains to place stops where the large majority of riders will have an easy
five-minute or less walk (about ¥ mile) to or from the bus stop.

New or relocated bus stops will generally be situated to take advantage of existing
lighting and pedestrian Crossings, and will be located on the far side of intersections for
efficient operation. Stops will be sized and configured to allow for the efficient entry
and exit of transit vehicles. Increased stop spacing on higher speed corridors allows
transit buses to reach and maintain a higher travel speed between stops. The
concentration of ridership at fewer stops will justify the installation of shelters and other
amenities at a higher than current percentage of stops.

Selection process

Corridor project selection will be based on a collaborative process involving input from local
jurisdictions to support and help implement improvements. Information provided by Service
Planning, Transit Speed and Reliability, and preliminary TRF stop spacing analysis obtained
using GIS mapping tools will be key to identifying opportunities for improvements along major
transit arterials. Over 50 corridors and shorter segments were initially considered, primarily
targeting corridors with current or planned high frequency (15 minutes or better) service. Other

factors are agreements with local jurisdictions to arterial signal priority improvements.

The prioritization process will initially include evaluation of segments of routes selected
by Service Planning for future service investments (Routes 36, 44, 48, 73, 240, 245, 358;
future Routes 120 and 199). The preliminary list shown in Exhibit A includes five route
segments; work is scheduled to start in 2002. The five initial projects will begin
sequentially at 6-8 week intervals with completion up to the facilities installation stage
during 2002. Actual installation of some passenger facilities may extend into 2003.
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Evaluation of the remaining corridors or additions will be made during the later part of
2002 for implementation in 2003 depending on local support. Selections are contingent

upon continuing support by local jurisdictions.

Design process

Many stakeholders including local traffic engineers, transit operations, businesses and
communities, and Metro customers are affected by changes in bus stops along major
arterial corridors. Assessing problems related to bus stops and arterial streets will involve
a variety of these interests in the process of identifying key improvements. The following

five steps will be used in the design process in each corridor.

Form teams and review problems

Form interdisciplinary, quasi-technical Corridor Facility Improvement (CFI) teams
including technical staff. Systematically review facilities along each corridor, assess
problems and develop solutions. Include a mobile workshop to examine problems in the

field. Establish a new CFI team for each corridor.

Develop preliminary recommendations

Each CFI team will prepare a series of recommended improvements with the goal of
defining a cohesive development strategy for each corridor. Recommended

mmprovements can include:

* Relatively quick fixes (relocation/removal of bus stops, minor parking modifications)
that can be completed within 6-12 months.

» Complex projects such as landing pads, bus shelters, lighting, and/or stop related
improvements require a higher level of design, permits, and construction. These

could take up to a year to complete.

* Major projects that include installation of transit signal priority, signal system
upgrades, bus bulbs (curb bulbs) and minor channelization or paving changes which

could take over a year or more to complete and could require separate funding.

* Proposals for future projects would include opportunities for larger scale projects
such as Bus Rapid Transit where service frequencies might be increased (10 minutes
or less) and development of new operation systems such as dedicated transit lanes or

automated bus information systems. Additional funding appropriation would be
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needed to implement higher frequency service investments and unique capital

investments.

Determine and enlist community support

CFI teams will solicit community input and support. This can be through the
dissemination of flyers and other information pieces about the project to local businesses,
neighborhood groups, and transit customers including users of affected routes and bus
stops. Community input will be used to evaluate the recommendations, make
adjustments and finalize improvements.

Implement improvements

Final improvements will be staged depending on the type and duration of improvements
(see “Develop preliminary recommendations,” above).

Improvements such as shelter footings or additional lighting would be the responsibility
of the Route Facilities and CFI staff. The actual installation of permanent passenger
facilities may need to wait until a relocated stop has been successfully operated for a few

months.

Major improvements having a longer development time frame (such as signal
improvements) may need to be incorporated into other CIP processes of various
jurisdictions for implementation. The project lead responsibility for this scale of project
would be determined by the nature of improvements. '

Evaluate results

CFI projects along selected corridors will be evaluated as part of the Six-Year Plan
evaluation process. Major evaluation areas will relate to improvements in the quality of
service, passenger comfort and security, operating speeds, community acceptance, and
ridership. While it is anticipated that results will be positive it is likely that some
adjustments of the improvements will be necessary to respond to ongoing changes in
ridership and the operating environment (land use, roadways, facility replacement, etc).
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Exhibit A

University District “The Ave.” project

This City of Seattle project will totally re-build University Ave from NE 50th St. to Campus

Parkway. This is an ongoing project that demonstrates the multi-faceted aspects of cooperative

improvement of bus stop facilities and involves the following factors related to transit operation.

Stop consolidation to improve transit operation
Pedestrian street crossings to improve the pedestrian/transit rider environment

Bus bulb design to allow in-lane stops of sufficient length to accommodate multiple
buses

Potential multiple shelter installation to accommodate future Link station activity
Establishment of bus stops and facilities compatible with local business needs
Incorporation of art work and way finding into bus stop design

Integration of bus stops with street lighting and street trees

Configuring bus stop amenities to allow unrestricted general pedestrian traffic
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Exhibit B

Initial-segments

These segments have been selected due to existing local jurisdiction support, agreements
or partnerships, active Transit Speed and Reliability projects, and/or the presence of
existing projects.

ROUTE 48 SEGMENTS
e 15th Ave. NE and NE Pacific St. between NE 65th St. and the Montlake Bridge
* 24th Ave. East and 23rd Ave. East from the Montlake Bridge to S. Jackson St.

ROUTE 245 SEGMENTS

 148th Ave. NE between NE 51st St. and Redmond Way. The City of Redmond
has proposed cooperative facilities improvements along this section. The City of
Redmond has a current agreement with King County for a TSP signalization
improvement plan. Stop spacing in parts of this corridor needs adjustment and
some stops can have shelters installed.

* 156th Ave. NE between Lake Hills Blvd. and Northup Way. The City of Bellevue
has a current CIP plan for 156 Ave. NE from NE 8th St. to NE 24th St. 156th Ave.
NE at NE 40th St. is the site of the new Overlake Transit Center. Stop spacing
needs adjustment and shelters can be installed.

ROUTE 358 SEGMENTS

 Aurora Ave. N. between N. 200th Street and N. 145th St. The City of Shoreline
has proposed to re-channelize and improve this section of Aurora. The design of
related transit improvements would be coordinated with this project, currently
slated for 2003. '

ROUTE 372 SEGMENTS

¢ Lake City Way and Bothell Way between NE 95th St. and Bothell. There is a
funded transit signal priority project in progress. The segment including Lake
Forest Park, Kenmore, and Bothell is in progress. The planned Fall 2002 service
restructure will impact facilities and stop locations.
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2002 IN PROGRESS

¢ 15th Ave. NW between Leary Way and Queen Anne. Continuation of recent
consolidation and current improvement project along 15 AV NW.

e 15th Ave. NW between NW 85th St. and Leary Way. Complete 2001
consolidation project; install new shelters and finalize two stop locations.

e 148th Ave. NE between NE 24th St. and NE 51st St.; a continuation of the 148th
Ave. NE Route 245 segment as part of cooperative project with City of Redmond.

» The “Ave.” City of Seattle rebuilding of University Way between NE 50th St. and
Campus Parkway. Includes stop consolidation, shelters, and bus bulbs.

Appendix D-9 King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan (Februéry 2002)
RTC Recommended September 2002 / ? 02



Transit Operating Facilities Strategic Plan Update
2001

The Transit Operating Facilities Strategic Plan provides the link between service concepts
embodied in the Six-Year Plan and the bus base capacity needed to implement the service
plans. The purpose of the strategic plan is to determine how much more base capacity
King County needs in the future, and where and when the capacity is needed. The
strategic findings are the basis for recommending an operating facilities capital
improvement plan and budget to develop additional base capacity. This report updates the
Transit Operating Facilities Strategic Plan originally published in 1998.

Background

The detailed analyses supporting the recommendations are based on information
originally developed in 1998 and updated in 2001. Specifically, revised fleet projections
prepared in Fall 2001 are included in this report.

The period for the Strategic Plan Update is 2001 through 2025. The plah incorporates
assumptions on how Sound Transit’s ST Express, LINK light rail and Sounder commuter
rail will affect King County Metro’s bus service. The plan includes capacity for Metro to
dispatch ST Express bus service in King County under contract to Sound Transit.

Bus base capacity is needed to maintain an expanded bus fleet. Metro needs more buses
to provide more service hours. The Metro fleet is projected to increase from 1,309 buses
in 2001 to 1,806 buses in 2025.

Plan Analyses

Several steps are required in the strategic planning process. The first step is to determine
how much bus base capacity is required and where that capacity is needed.
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Capacity needs. In 2001, Metro had the base capacity for about 1,300 buses. Metro will
need base capacity for about 1,800 buses in 2025, or an additional 500 buses. Expanded
capacity is needed for an additional 240 buses by 2007, an additional 100 buses by 2015,
and another 160 buses by 2025.

The analyses show that new capacity is needed in the central area of King County by
2007 and in south King County by 2015. Preliminary studies indicate there may be a need
for additional bus base capacity in the central area by 2025.

The findings for capacity needs are based on the principles and assumptions of the Six-
Year Transit Development Plan for 2001-2007 and fleet projections prepared in Fall
2001. If any new transit service initiatives (that are not reflected in the Six-Year Plan) are
adopted by King County, additional Metro bus base capacity may be needed before 2015.

King County Metro & Sound Transit Fleet Size and Capacity
1997 - 2025 without Planned Expansions
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Metro base capacity was about 1,200 buses in 1997. Year 2001 capacity for 1,300 buses
was achieved by reopening Bellevue Base in 1998. Base capacity is also expected to
increase to 1,350 buses with improvements in vehicle maintenance efficiencies as older

bus fleets are replaced.
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Year 2007 capacity needs can be met by expanding bus storage at Ryerson Base and by
expanding the Atlantic and Central bases. All three bases are in the central area. Between
2002 and 2007, the space needed to maintain the growing bus fleet will exceed the
available capacity of Metro bus bases. The plans to expand capacity at the central bases
can be completed incrementally to help mitigate the capacity shortfall. However, Metro
vehicle maintenance will likely be required to operate at levels above optimal capacity
until the Atlantic/Central expansion project is completed.

Year 2015 capacity needs can be met by building a new base in south King County. The
need for a second new base is forecast for 2025.

East. The capacity needs for the Eastside are met with the East Base and Bellevue Base
facilities. The Bellevue Base reopened in 1998 and added capacity for more than 100

buses.

Central. There is an existing and future need for expanded base capacity in the central
area. Research shows there is less base capacity in Seattle today than in the 1940s.
Current bus base capacity is not sufficient to dispatch buses primarily serving Seattle.
Metro proposes to expand capacity at the Ryerson, Atlantic, and Central bus bases to the

transit system can accommodate more riders and provide more bus service.

South. Additional service hours are forecast for south King County, and there is not
sufficient space at South Base to handle this new service. Physical constraints prevent
more than a minor expansion of South Base. Possible locations for a new south King
County facility include the South Base Annex in Tukwila (located across the streets from
South Base) and in the southern part of King County (Kent, Auburn, Federal Way).

Recommendations

Here are the Transit Operating Facilities Strategic Plan Update recommendations:
1. Complete the planned expansion of bases in the central area:

» Add bus storage capacity at Ryerson Base while accommodating State Route 519
by 2005.

 Expand the capacities of Atlantic Base and Central Base by 2007.
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Add south King County base capacity by 2015.
» Determine the most cost-effective location for an 8th base after evaluating South
Base Annex and south King County options.
Plan for the next new base to be operational in 2025.
King County Metro & Sound Transit Fleet Size and Capacity
1997 - 2025 with Planned Expansions
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TOD Project Status November 2001

The King County Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Program began in 1998. This
report includes information on TOD projects and some related efforts being managed by
the county’s Department of Construction and Facilities Management (DCFM) and by
Sound Transit. Two projects are completed, two are under construction, developers have
been selected for six, solicitations are open for one, feasibility studies are underway for
eleven projects, and initial discussions are going on for six. In 1999, the county retained
Economics Research Associates (ERA) to rank park-and-ride sites from a private
development perspective. TOD and Metro staff have completed additional analyses.

Completed

¢ Northgate North (Target & Best Buy), Seattle — The Touchstone Corporation’s four-
story retail project opened in October 2000. The right-of-way for the new NE 112"
Street, a City of Seattle condition of approval, was the southern portion of the
county’s park-and-ride on 5™ Avenue NE. The county sold the right-of-way to the city
in 1999. Touchstone is providing sixty replacement park-and-ride spaces in its
parking structure until the park-and-ride is relocated.

* Renton Transit Center park-and-ride (Metropolitan Place), Renton — 90
apartments, 150 new park-and-ride stalls. Construction of garage is complete. Park-
and-ride stalls opened for use in August 2001. First phase of apartments scheduled for
occupancy in November 2001, remainder scheduled to open in F ebruary 2002.
Expanded transit center opened in September 2001.
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Under Construction

The Village at Overlake Station, Redmond — 308 apartments, day-care, shared
parking structure. First apartment complex expected to open for occupancy in
December 2001, with project completion scheduled for June 2002. Garage should be
available for park-and-ride users by February 2002.

Kent Sound Transit Garage — King County has agreed to contribute towards the
cost of adding a fifth floor (191 spaces) to Sound Transit’s commuter rail garage in
downtown Kent. These additional stalls for Metro park-and-ride customers will
replace those being eliminated by the sale of the James Street lot. Garage to open in
2002, with a total of 871 parking stalls.

Developer Selected

Denny Triangle Green Streets, Seattle — King County and the City of Seattle have
approved a transfer of development credits (TDC) program. The county has agreed to
provide $500,000 and has obtained another $500,000 of federal Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds for urban amenities like green streets.
Related efforts include the Convention Place TOD project and providing
transportation demand management (TDM) measures for other mixed use TOD

projects in the area.

Doces Building, Seattle — County DCFM lead; Request for Proposal (RFP) has been
issued and a purchase and sale agreement has been entered into. Buyer is currently
negotiating a relocation proposal with the major tenant, McDonalds. Final agreement

is expected in 2001.

Kent James Street — KC/DOT has determined the lot is underutilized and no longer
needed for park-and-ride use due to planned Commuter Rail garage being built.
Majority of present demand is expected to be satisfied by rail service by 2003.
Existing James Street lot is being subdivided into two parcels. The City of Kent is
planning to purchase the larger 8-acre section, possibly for development of public
sector offices. Smaller 2-acre lot will be kept by the county for continued Metro park-
and-ride use (100 stalls). Existing facility was 80% Federal Transit Administration
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(FTA)-funded, 20% state-funded. County plans to transfer federal and state financial
interest before the sale is finalized.

North Kingdome Lot, Seattle — A county-funded pedestrian bridge has been
completed over the railroad tracks connecting the International District and Union
Station development to the North lot of the former Kingdome and Pioneer Square. A
five party agreement between King County, City of Seattle, Washington State Public
Stadium Authority (PSA), First & Goal Inc. (FGI), and Washington State Department
of Transportation (WSDOT) allows for a mixed-use development on the site provided
that not less than 60% of the development (including accessory parking) is dedicated
to housing. County and PSA each own half of the lot. KC/DOT is interested in the
potential for off-street bus layover on this site. FGI has an option to develop the site
and recently hired a consultant who is in the process of creating a master plan.

Olson-Myers, Seattle (sale of majority of lot to Apprenticeship Training, retention of
100 stall park-and-ride lot) —Apprenticeship Training Trust was selected to develop
the majority of the lot for a training facility for painting and other trades. Agreed price
is $2 million. Site design is underway and the county and Apprenticeship Trust have
signed purchase and sale agreement. Closing is set for December 31,2001.

Tashiro-Kaplan Building, Seattle — County DCFM lead; RFP issued and buyer
selected. Council has authorized the disposition of the site to Tashiro-Kaplan Limited
Partnership. Closing will be in the second quarter of 2002.
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RFP &/or Surplus

Burien — A Request for Information (RFI) was issued March 30, 2001, to compile a
list of interested teams for development of the park-and-ride. Recent market study
indicates there is a market for mixed-use TOD in downtown. King County and the
City of Burien will encourage private development. The public investment will
include a new downtown Transit Center, off street bus layover, and structured park-
and-ride replacing the surface stalls. Surplus portion of lot to be sold for private
housing/retail redevelopment. County owns site; 403 stalls; 4.3 acres. An RFP will
likely be issued after the city has committed to participating in the development.
Existing facility was 80% FTA-funded, 20% state-funded. County plans to transfer

federal and state financial interest.

Feasibility Studies Underway

Brickyard, unincorporated, near Bothell — Ownership part county and part state.
State owns 3.89-acre parcel, including existing park-and-ride lot, appraised at $1.5
million in June 1999. County owns undeveloped 18.23 acre-parcel. Park-and-ride has
247 parking spaces and transit service operating through the lot. Developer expressed
interest in 2001. Additional parking capacity is needed at the site as utilization has
increased to an average of 101%. The level of community support needs to be
determined. Wetland analysis is being conducted. Site is zoned Office, allowing

residential as part of a mixed-use development.

Convention Place, Seattle — Ownership part county and part state; Sound Transit
acquiring state portion for transfer to county; four acres; preliminary designs for TOD
project updated in 2001 include five to six skyscrapers, urban plaza, underground
parking and bus layover, and bus ramps to Terry Avenue and I-5. Project is included
in the Bus Tunnel Transfer Agreement between King County, Sound Transit, and the
City of Seattle of June 2000; update being prepared for adoption in spring 2002. A
stakeholder workshop was held May 23, 2001. New site designs and market, cost and
revenue analyses will be completed for the county by the end of 2001. On September
27,2001, Sound Transit selected Convention Place as the northern terminus of the
first phase of light rail. Four alternatives for the route north to the University of
Washington and Northgate will be under study for the next two years. Two

alternatives may include bus and rail passenger facilities at Convention Place and two
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others may not. The Seattle City Council may amend Space Needle view corridor
protection policy in November 2001.

Federal Way — Sound Transit is planning to locate a 1,200 stall Regional Express
garage, transit center, and freeway access ramp on site just north of existing King
County 320" Street park-and-ride. City has asked Sound Transit to plan for TOD as
part of garage facility. Sound Transit plans to purchase several parcels including a
parcel for possible TOD development.

Kent Municipal Parking Lot — County has conducted market and architectural
analyses to develop for TOD the 3-acre municipally owned parking lot one block
north of Borden site, ¥4 mile from rail station. Fully built out, TOD development on
the municipal block could include 90,000 SF of mixed use retail, office, and
commercial, plus 100 housing units, with 400-stall garage that includes Metro park-
and-ride. City and county have agreed to work together to pursue TOD at this site.
City is working on a financing package for the garage. Sharing of some stalls with
county for park-and-ride users would defray some of the garage costs. Development
would be phased. A private developer is interested in phase one.

Kenmore (on SR 522) — County owned, appraised at $1.85 million in May 1999, 5
acres, 432 parking stalls, good service, service runs through lot, may need to expand
parking. Constraints include wetland, traffic and church access. Possible expansion of
lot into adjoining property to replace displaced Northshore demand (see Northshore
lot below). Currently zoned residential, 24 units/acre but comprehensive plan
designation is Public Institution. Lot is walking distance to supermarket, library, and
drug store.

Northgate Transit Center — King County, the City of Seattle and Sound Transit
intend to integrate TOD with the proposed light rail station, bus transit center, park-
and-ride consolidation and expansion, and off-street bus layover projects. These
efforts may be integrated with or undertaken separately from proposed development
of the mall’s south lot, a new city branch library, and a new city community recreation

center.

Northshore lot in Kenmore — County owned, appraised at $1.75 million in February
2001, 4.7 acres. Good TOD potential, clean level site with Lake Washington views.
County is currently conducting feasibility study of co-locating housing and retail
facility. Site is not suitable for continued park-and-ride use; potential for moving

present demand closer to SR522 (see Kenmore lot above). Current zoning of
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residential, 24 units/acre, is consistent with Kenmore’s newly adopted comprehensive
plan. Site is walking distance to Kenmore’s main commercial area. Current utilization
is about 33% of the 400 stalls. Existing facility was 80% FTA-funded, 20% state-
funded. County plans to transfer federal and state financial interest.

Shoreline — State owned, appraised at $5.045 million in June 1999, 5.78 acres, 400
parking stalls, good service, will need to expand parking. County will work with City
of Shoreline and other interested parties including Shoreline and Edmonds
community colleges and the YMCA. Recent ERA market analysis determined several
interesting TOD opportunities at the site. Internal workshop was conducted on May
9, 2001 to determine preliminary alternatives. Proposal containing two preliminary
concepts was submitted to WSDOT on June 22, 2001 for state review.

South Kirkland, Bellevue/Kirkland — County owned, 6.95 acres, 603 parking stalls,
service runs through the lot, may be a potential hub, may need parking expansion. Site
straddles border between Kirkland and Bellevue; Kirkland portion is zoned
Professional Office, Bellevue portion is Residential, 15 units/acre. City of Kirkland
interested in TOD in 2001; Sound Transit road improvement proposed near park-and-
ride. Existing facility was 80% FTA-funded, 20% state-funded. County plans to

transfer federal and state financial interest.

Tukwila — Sound Transit Commuter Rail station planned at Boeing/Longacres
property. The potential for TOD on larger property is being investigated by the City of
Tukwila and Sound Transit. Fiscal 2000 U.S. Senate appropriations bill includes $1.5
million to the City of Tukwila for TOD.

U-District'Layover, Seattle —This project has been dormant due to the loss of state
Transportation Improvement Board (TIB) grant funds due to the passage of I-695.
Preliminary market analysis and design work was completed for off-street bus
layover, two office towers, condo and apartment structures including childcare, retail
and structured parking. Adopted neighborhood plan supports mixed-use. Site owned

by private parties and retail association.

Discussions Underway

Issaquah Highlands — A new 500 to 1000 stall park-and-ride will be included as part
of Port Blakely development, with location to be determined. A half-day workshop
was conducted with Port Blakely, City of Issaquah and King County on June 22, 2001
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to determine alternatives for possible TOD. County Roads is pursuing design of North
Spar Road in an extended one-way couplet configuration. Project scheduled for
completion in 2003.

Kingsgate, Kirkland, Totem Lake — State owned, appraised at $2 million in July
1999, 8.24 acres, 502 parking stalls. Funding for acquisition was 90% Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), 10% WSDOT. City of Kirkland interested in TOD
2001; Sound Transit improvements for Totem Lake area under consideration.

Kirkland CBD — Sound Transit project to move existing Transit Center off-street or
to enhance it on-street, two off-street sites identified both consisting of several
privately owned parcels: Kirkland Avenue and Third Street, and Park Lane and Third
Street. City interested in off-street TOD, level of community support needs to be
determined and funding secured.

North Lake Union, Seattle — Two parcels close to Gasworks Park and on Burke-
Gilman Trail, currently Metro operations facilities, both zoned Industrial Commercial
but near new office and luxury condominium developments and older single family
homes. Densmore parcel is on slope, Northlake parcel is on waterfront. Both parcels
have city and lake views. Site cleanup has been completed but relocation of Metro

uses would be required.

Redmond CBD - County owned, appraised at $6 million in March 1999, 5.58 acres,
344 parking stalls. Ideal location for TOD. KC/DOT may want to relocate the existing
on-street transit center onto the site. Existing facility was 80% FTA-funded, 20%
state-funded. County plans to transfer federal and state financial interest.

Woodinville — State owned, appraised at $3.4 million in June 1999, 6.5 acres, 470
parking stalls, includes layover, service runs through lot. Good for residential and/or
commercial TOD; services within walking distance. Existing facility was 90% FHWA
funded, 10% state-funded. City and developer interested in TOD 2001; Sound Transit
speed and reliability project by park-and-ride proposed. City is examining height

restriction and view issues.
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Prepared by Jill Krecklow

Form 5

Public Transportation Enterprise Fund
2002 Adopted Budget
Financial Plan

2000 2001 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Actual Adopted | Estimate | Adopted | Projected | Projected | Projected | Projected Projected
Beginning Fund Balance 239,914 230,931 260,986 310,000 288,373 262,133 120,463 123,183 153,717
Revenues
Fares 63,980 68,701 70,506 76,996 78,325 79,765 80,930 82,190 89,647
Other Operations Revenue 10,867 12,505 13,315 14,215 15,098 15,169 15,141 15,881 19,080
Sales Tax 239,234 279,854 282,627 321,904 335,102 352,527 371,916 391,255 409,644
Motor Vehicle Excise Tax 46,731 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
State Interim Funding 35,973 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FTA Section 9 (Operating) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Interest Income 17,483 9,902 14,202 16,988 15,998 13,650 7,238 7,696 9,359
Capital Grants 60,638 48,074 53,284 73,346 103,653 53,686 50,324 23,666 47,409
Payments from ST; Roads, Fleet, Airport 11,992 16,787 15,101 19,410 22,756 24,973 26,949 29,417 30,562
Sound Transit Payments-Capital 19 0 0 806 806 0 0 ] 0
Miscellaneous (12,157) 7,649 61,849 20,622 11,339 15,300 15,546 13,364 13,445
Total Revenues 474,760 443,471 510,882 544,286 583,076 555,069 568,043 563,470 619,146
Expenditures
Expense
Transit Division (329,165)] (362,017)] (362,017)] (374,661)] (401,346) (422,137)] (438,178) (460,242)| (484,177)
Transportation Admin Division (2,660) (3,828) (3,828) (3.887) (3,796) (3,903) (4,012) (4,124) (4,240)
Transportation Planning Division (4,248) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Capital (70,457) (89,849) (71,136)| (162,540)| (186,066)] (256,341)| (123,428) (71,509) (97,731)
Cross Border Lease (Gillig Coaches) (13,547) (13,155) (12,916) (12,702) (14,048) (17,731) (11,298) 0 0
Debt Service (12,242) (12,097) (12,097) (12,252) (12,693) (13,765) (15,549) (17,209) (15,639)
Total Expenditures (432,319)| (480,947)) (461,994)| (566,042)] (617.950)| (713,877)] (592,465)] (553,084) (601,786)
Estimated Underexpenditures 0
Other Fund Transactions
Long Term Debt (Bonds) 0 0 0 0 8,500 17,000 27,000 20,000 0
Short Term Debt (6 Years) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CBL Sale of Gilligs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc. Balance Adjustments (21,369) 4,522 125 129 134 138 143 148 153
Total Other Fund Transactions (21,369) 4,522 125 129 8,634 17,138 27,143 20,148 153
Ending Fund Balance 260,986 197,977 310,000 288,373 262,133 120,463 123,183 153,717 171,230
Reserves & Designations
30 Day Operating Reserve 98,461 35,079 56,954 40,006 33,155 34,825 36,048 37,883 40,005
Fare Stabilization & Operating 2,000 - - - - - - - -
Enhancement Reserve
Revenue Fleet Replacement Fund 34,517 44,182 95,576 117,414 134,307 73,458 80,930 106,725 129,588
Cross Border Lease (Gillig Coaches) 61,245 46,763 51,350 41,364 27,545 10,969 0) (0) (0)
Total Reserves & Designations 196,223 126,025 203,880 198,784 195,008 119,252 116,978 144,608 169,593
Ending Undesignated Fund Balance 64,763 71,952 106,119 89,588 67,126 1,211 6,205 9,109 1,637
Target Fund Balance * 196,223 126,025 203,880 198,784 195,008 119,252 116,978 144,608 169,593

Financial Plan Notes:

; 2000 Actuals are from the 2000 CAFR.

3

2001 Estimated is based on current projections
2003-2007 projections are based on future assumptions concerning service levels and the supporting CIP.

Target Fund Balance is based on formulae established in the financial policies

Appendix F-1 - King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan (February 2002)
RTC Recommended September 2002
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Prepared by Jill Krecklow

Form 5

Public Transportation Enterprise Fund
2002 Forecast - Sales Tax Model 3 as of 12/14/01

Financial Plan

2000 2001 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Actual Adopted | Estimate | Proposed | Projected | Projected | Projected | Projected Projected
Beginning Fund Balance 239,914 230,931 260,986 307,923 264,062 236,118 118,984 89,747 107,757
Revenues
Fares 63,980 68,701 69,774 75,990 76,650 77,627 78,470 79,173 85,823
Other Operations Revenue 10,867 12,505 13,315 14,215 15,098 15,169 15,141 15,881 19,080
Sales Tax 239,234 279,854 280,184 301,591 307,231 323,791 342,636 362,508 382,338
Motor Vehicle Excise Tax 46,731 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
State Interim Funding 35,973 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FTA Section 9 (Operating) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Interest Income 17,483 9,902 15,303 16,088 14,290 11,241 6,380 5,492 6,648
Capital Grants 60,638 48,074 53,284 73,346 103,573 54,347 49,442 18,500 37,288
Payments from ST; Roads, Fleet, Airport 11,992 16,787 15,101 19,402 22,748 24,964 26,940 29,408 30,553
Sound Transit Payments-Capital 19 0 0 806 806 0 0 0 0
Miscellaneous (12,157) 7,649 61,844 20,615 11,328 15,286 15,530 13,345 13,420
Total Revenues 474,760 443,471 508,806 522,054 551,723 522,425 534,539 524,307 575,150
Expenditures
Expense
Transit Division (329,165)] (362,017)| (362,017)] (374,661) (394,343) (414,486)| (429,071)] (448,626)| (468,691 )
Transportation Admin Division (2,660) (3.828) (3.828) (3,889) (3,798) (3,904) (4,013) (4,126) 4.241)
Transportation Planning Division (4,248) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Capital (70,457) (89,849) (71,136)] (162,540)| (177,647) (209,954)} (119,091) (47,311) (69,553)
Cross Border Lease (Gillig Coaches) (13,547) (13,155) (12,916) (12,702) (14,048) (17,731) (11,298) 0 0
Debt Service (12,242) (12,097) (12,097)] (12,252) (13,465) (15,122)f (16,445) (17,383) (15,601)
Total Expenditures (432,319) (480,947)| (461,994)| (566,044)] (603,301)) (661,197)] (579,919) (517,445) (558,087)
Estimated Underexpenditures
Other Fund Transactions
Long Term Debt (Bonds) 0 0 0 0 23,500 21,500 16,000 11,000 0
Short Term Debt (6 Years) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CBL Sale of Gilligs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Misc. Balance Adjustments (21,369) 4,522 125 129 134 138 143 148 153
Total Other Fund Transactions (21,369) 4,522 125 129 23,634 21,638 16,143 11,148 153
Ending Fund Balance 260,986 197,977 307,923 264,062 236,118 118,984 89,747 107,757 124,972
Reserves & Designations
30 Day Operating Reserve 98,461 35,079 53,687 30,947 32,845 34,354 35,533 37,116 38,834
Fare Stabilization & Operating 2,000 - - - - - - - -
Enhancement Reserve
Revenue Fleet Replacement Fund 34,517 44,182 53,041 66,311 76,851 55,640 53,265 69,772 85,411
Cross Border Lease (Gillig Coaches) 61,245 46,763 51,350 41,364 27,545 10,969 0) (0) (0)
Total Reserves & Designations 196,223 126,025 158,078 138,621 137,241 100,962 88,798 106,888 124,244
Ending Undesignated Fund Balance 64,763 71,952 149,845 125,441 98,877 18,022 949 868 728
Target Fund Balance * 196,223 126,025 158,078 138,621 137,241 100,962 88,798 106,888 124,244

Financial Plan Notes:
2000 Actuals are from the 2000 CAFR.

- =

2001 Estimated is based on current projections
2003-2007 projections are based on future assumptions concemning service levels and the supporting CIP.
Target Fund Balance is based on formulae established in the financial policies

Appendix F-2 - King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan (February 2002)
RTC Recommended September 2002
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Public Involvement Réport Summary

Proposed Initiatives for the Six-Year Transit
Development Plan

King County Metro Transit Fall 2001

In October 2001, King County Metro Transit solicited opinion on the proposed initiatives
for the Six-Year Transit Development Plan. The King County Departiment of
Transportation’s Community Relations and Communications section distributed over
22,000 brochures and hosted nine public meetings. The majority of those responding,
63%, supported the general direction of the proposed initiatives for the plan.
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Outreach Activities

In October 2001, Metro Transit distributed approximately 22,000 brochures with postage-
paid questionnaires describing the proposed initiatives for the Six- Year Transit
Development Plan, 2002-2007. The brochure was

e Sent to the transit mailing list (approximately 20,000)

¢ Distributed at libraries, city halls, neighborhood service centers and major
employment sites

* Posted on the web site, with an online questionnaire

Metro Transit also hosted meetings for the public, in elther open house or information
table format, at nine locations:

* Bellevue, Crossroads Shopping Center

¢ Des Moines, Highline Community College
¢ Federal Way, Federal Way City Hall

» Issaquah, Issaquah Police Headquarters

* Kent, Kent Senior Activity Center

» Kirkland, Kirkland Senior Center

* Seattle, downtown, Exchange Building

e Seattle, Northgate Mall

* Seattle, Seattle Central Community -College

Posters were placed on all Metro bus coaches advertising the meeting dates as well as
contact numbers for obtaining questionnaires. Press releases were distributed to daily
and community newspapers.

Throughout 2001, Metro Transit planners met on an ongoing basis with local
Jurisdictions, subarea transportation boards, Metro Transit’s Accessible Services
Advisory Committee and Transit Advisory Committee and a variety of neighborhood and
community organizations. Attached is a summary list of the meetings at which Metro
Transit planners presented information and solicited feedback on the Six-Year Plan; and
copies of letters received from these stakeholders.
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Outreach Results

Over 2,200 questionnaires were returned (94% by mail, 6% online), a 10% response rate.
Written comments were included on over 1,100 of the questionnaires in addition to
approximately 50 telephone calls, letters and e-mails. Letters were also received from
Jurisdictions, organizations and Metro Transit’s advisory committees. About 75 people
attended the public meetings.

Six-Year Plan Questionnaire Responses

/ EEE AR5 SRy AT, Ry AT R
100% o
16 15 17 E
90% o] , ‘% 26
80% 2 L2
70% ; 2t

60%

Percent 50%

3 Disagree/Disagree Strongly
No Opinion
R— Agree/Agree Strongly

40% -

30%

20%

10% 1

0%

Overall System/Local P&R Senvice Key Activity Core Network  Innovations

Approach Solit and Spaces Center Sendces
Senices
Questions

Overall approach Of those responding to the questionnaire, 63% responded that overall
the Six-Year Plan was heading in the right direction, 16% responded that it was headed in
the wrong direction and 21% stated that they had no opinion.

System/Local split When asked, whether the proposed initiatives — directing about 75%

of to countywide system development and 25% to local priorities — reflected a good
balance, 73% agreed or strongly agreed.
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Specific directions When asked the best way for Metro to improve mobility and help
manage growth, from the following choices: '
* Increase the number of spaces and frequency of bus service at park-and-ride lots -
67% agreed or strongly agreed
* Add more commuter service to key activity centers outside other than downtown
Seattle, 72% agreed or strongly agreed
* Expand service on the existing core network of all-day, two-way service to major
destinations - 76 % agreed or strongly agreed

Innovations When asked whether moving ahead with innovative, more-frequent services
like bus rapid transit is important, even if it means fewer improvements in the cote
network, 51% agreed or strongly agreed.

Preferences In choosing from among the following services, which services would be
most useful for them, respondents selected, in the following order:
* Addressing local transit priorities, 33%;
* Improving the core network or transit routes, including bus rapid transit, 31%;
- ® Increasing rush-hour service and expanding park-and-ride lots, 25%: and
 Connecting with Sound Transit Express buses and commuter trains, 11%.

Comments Respondents who supported the direction of the six-year plan (63%)
mentioned most frequently:
* The direction shows good planning, e.g. provides congestion relief and addresses
growth;
e Improved transit services, e.g. peak market share, increased frequency; and
* Specific suggestions for service or route improvements.

Respondents who did not support the direction of the six-year plan (16%) mentioned
most frequently: '
e * Lack of effect on transportation problems; _ /
» Concerns about light rail, some wanting it built immediately, others against light
rail; and
* The need for transit service improvements in their area of the county (all areas
mentioned)

Of those respondents who had no opinion on the direction of the plan (21%), comments
included the concerns listed above as well as frustrations with inadequate information.

~ 214 -



Summary List of Meetings

Proposed Initiatives for the Six-Year Transit
Development Plan

King County Metro Transit Fall 2001
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Letters from Stakeholders

- Proposed Initiatives for the Six-Year Transit
Development Plan
King County Metro Transit Fall 2001
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Kxng County
Department of Transportation
Community Relations

KSC-TR-0824 |
201 South Jackson Sireet
Scattle, WA 98104-3856

December 12, 2001

Mr. Rick-Walsh, General Manager

King County Department of Transportation
Metro Transit Division

201 South Jackson Street

Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Mr. Walsh:

The Transit Advisory Committee (TAC) has reviewed the proposed tnitiatives for Metro’s
Six-Year Plan. Members participated in public meetings and reviewed summaries of public
comments. Following discussions at our regular meetings on October 9th, November 13th and
December 11th, we provide the following statements:

TAC Support _
The Transit Advisory Committee supports the imtiatives for Metro’s Six-Year Plan. The

initiatives refine directions taken under the original Six-Year Plan, while promoting essential
new projects such as Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). The initiatives further Metro’s commitment to
providing bus service to all parts of King County, and we believe that thoughtful attention has
been paid to the impacts of the Six-Year Plan on long-range citizen needs.

The Transit Advisory Committee provides the following comments and advice on the
imitiatives for the Six-Year Plan:

- Capital Investments ,
The Transit Advisory Committee believes that capital investment is an integral part of transit
service expansion in several key areas, including Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), core routes and the
East and South sub-areas.

The Transit Advisory Committee is also interested in capital investments that increase
accessibility for disabled and senior citizens. Metro encourages ACCESS van riders to
transition to regular bus service. Metro should support this transition with additional capital
investments in bus shelters (e.g., to enlarge existing bus shelters to accommodate whee]chalrs),
increased signage, and so forth.

Finally, the Transit Advisory Committee reminds Metro that increased amenities lead to

increased ridership. Capital investments in amenities provide non- riders w1th incentives to try
the bus or to accept increased transfers between routes.
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Mr. Rick Walsh, General Manager

December 12, 2001

Page 2

The proposed Six-Year Plan does not address park-and-tide or Transit Oriented Development
needs beyond 2004. The Transit Advisory Committee strongly supports the proposed
initiatives but would like to see additional proposals for capital investments.

Funding Allocations .

Metro proposes to allocate 50% of the Six-Year Plan fundin g to core routes, 25% to peak
period ridership, and 25% to local routes. On a conceptual level, the TAC supports this
allocation, believing that a minimum of 50% should be allocated to core routes.

Priorities for East, Seattle/North King County and South Sub-areas

- Members of the Transit Advisory Committee represent all parts of the County. Again, the

TAC agrees in concept with the funding allocations written into the proposed Six-Year Plan,
with the following modifications:

® East - the Six-Year Plan should include more funding for park and ride lots, providing
more access to increased transit services. The Plan should also emphasize van pool, car
pool and car-sharing programs that provide flexible and less expensive alternatives to park
and ride construction. Additional revenues to increase Eastside park-and-ride capacity
could be found through: 1) encouraging WSDOT financial participation in projects; 2)
instituting a nominal fee at park-and-ride lots; and 3) shifting funds from operations to
capital investments.

® South - TAC supports the Six-Year Plan initiatives for park-and-ride expansion in Federal
Way and believes an even greater investment may be justified in South King County.

® Seattle/North King County — The Six-Year Plan should emphasize speed and reliability in
the downtown core and denser neighborhoods. ‘

Core Network Improvements ) '
Members of the TAC agree in concept with the funding allocations of the Six-Year Plan, with
the following modifications:

® East—The plan needs to address the issue of access to core routes. On the Eastside, this
means the plan needs to address park and ride lots and other access alternatives such as
carpooling, vanpooling, Flex-car programs and ride-matching programs. The TAC also
encourages Metro to aggressively pursue partnerships with churches and shopping centers
for additional park-and-ride capacity. '

Bus Rapid Transit .

The TAC strongly supports Metro’s plans to implement a Bus Rapid Transit pilot program
during the implementation of the Six-Year Plan. Members view BRT as a si gnificant
opportunity to revolutionize mass transit in the Puget Sound area. To enhance the speed and
reliability of this BRT pilot, the members recommend initial mmplementation of proof of
payment and low floor coaches on this route. The TAC suppoitts locating the BRT pilot in the
Seattle/North King County sub-area where members believe it will have the greatest chance of
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Mr. Rick Walsh, General Manager
December 12, 2001
Page 3

success. Wherever BRT is implemented, the costs of implementation should be shared with
the other two subareas. The cost of this pilot should not be borne by one subarea, since BRT
will eventually benefit all.

Additional Sub-area Concérns _
Members of the Transit Advisory Committee provide the following suggestions for the Six-
Year Plan:

® Put more emphasis on speed and reliability needs in heavily urban areas.
® Through the local service allocation, put more emphasis on cooperation between Metro and -
school districts and cities.
® Add more all-day express routes (for example, North King County to downtown Seatt]e)
‘e Consider an express bus to Federal Way that doesn’t stop at SeaTac airport.

Reduced Tax Revenues

With a downturn in the economy, the Transit Advisory Committee proposes that Metro
confront the possibility of tax revenue reductions and potential responses to reductions in the
Six-Year Plan.

Sub-area Allocations

The proposed Six-Year Plan allocates funding for new service between sub-areas by Eastside,
40%; South King County, 40%; and Seattle/North King County, 20%. The proposed
allocations represent a drastic change from past practices. The Transit Advisory Committee
strongly urges Metro to commit to a review of the impacts of these changes at mid- pomt of the
Six-Year Plan implementation and to advise the Council appropriately.

Sincerely,

[
Kot Wou)g

Ruth Korkowski, Chair
King County Department of Transportation
Transit Advisory Committee -

cc Paul Toliver, Director, Department of Transportation, (DOT)
Harold Taniguchi, Deputy Director, DOT
Eric Gleason, Supervisor, DOT
Victor Obeso, Transit Planner, DOT
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Klng County
Department of Transportation
Community Relations

KSC-TR-0824
201 South Jackson Street
Seattle, WA 98104-3856

January 24, 2002

Rick Walsh, General Manager

King Department of Transportation

Metro Transit Division

King Street Center

201 South Jackson Street, MS: KSC TR-0415
Seattle, WA 98104-3856

Dear Mr. Walsh:

The Accessible Services Advisory Commiﬂeé (ASAC) has reviewed
Metro’s proposed initiatives for the Six-Year Plan and provides the
following comments.

Paratransit Issues - the Six-Year Plan is the guiding document for

transit services in King County, and is therefore an extremely important

document for all transit users. The ASAC strongly supports inclusion of

paratransit issues into the Six-Year Plan. The plan as proposed contains

only two statements regarding paratransit issues (pages 37 and 43).

Without context, the reader would not know, by reading the document,

that paratransit services have actually been reduced since 1999. To

correct this imbalance, ASAC recommends the following actions:

» Integrate paratransit issues throughout the document;

» Address the fact that paratranSIt services are not available outside of
Metro’s “footprint;”

 Set aside a “fair share amount” from each subarea’s funding allocatlon
to support paratransit services;

» Provide detailed information about Metro’s plans to encourage
paratransit users to transition to regular transit services;

» Spell out the necessary capital improvements to assist paratransit
users in making the transition to regular transit services (more shelters,
signage, etc.);
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Mr. Rick Walsh, General Manager
January 24, 2002
Page 2

e Address all alternative transi’t'choices, such as van pools and car
pools, in this plan; provide a truly integrated approach;
» Consider the idea of preparing a Metro Paratransit-Six-Year Plan.

Funding Allocations - Metro proposes to allocate 50% of the Six-Year
Plan funding to core routes, 25% to park-and-ride routes, and 25% to
local routes. ASAC supports this allocation, but believes that a “fair share
amount” should be set aside to support expanded paratransit services or
capital improvements for people with disabilities.

. Priorities for Subareas - members of the Accessible Services

Advisory Committee represent all parts of the County. Again, ASAC

agrees with the funding allocations written into the proposed Six-Year

Plan, with the following modifications.

» East — ASAC believes that the East and South represent good places
to invest in park and ride improvements that help the people with
disabilities. o

» South — More emphasis should be placed on late-night service. Many
people living in South King County work swing or graveyard shifts.
They are low-income and use the bus extensively.

* Seattle/North King County — More emphasis should be placed on east-
west connections. ‘ | |

Bus Rapid Transit - the Accessible Services Advisory Committee
supports Bus Rapid Transit. :

Additional Concerns - the Accessible Services Advisory Committee
strongly urges Metro to work in cooperation with social service agencies
to provide bus stops and transit alternatives to people with disabilities,
low-income and senior citizens. |

We look forward to reviewing the draft Six-Year Transit Development
Plan. |

- 224 -



Mr. Rick Walsh, General Manager
January 24, 2002

7ices Advisory Committée

CH R,

Mark Adrecff‘u, Xfice Chairman
Accessible Services Advisory Committee

':pc

cc: The Honorable Ron Sims, King County Executive
Metropolitan King County Councilmembers
Regional Transit Committee Members
Victor Obeso, Sr. Transit Planner, Metro Transit Division, King
I County Department of Transportation (DOT)
Bill Bryant, Transit Planner, Metro Transit Division, DOT
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"MS: KSC-TR-0814
201 South Jackson Street
STS"]E Seattle, WA 98104-3856 -

]RANSFRMER&“P | : . Phone (206) 263-4710 Fax (206) 685-4711

October 19, 2001

Paul Toliver

Director

Department of Transportation
King Street Center

201 South Jackson Street
Seattle, WA. 98104

Dear Mr. Toliver,

The Eastside Transportation Partnership (ETP) would like to take this opportunity to
express appreciation for the Department of Transportation’s consideration of Eastside
growth trends in its proposed initiatives for the new Six-Year Transit Development Plan
Update. We are gratified that the draft proposals take into account many of the
suggestions we have made over the past year. We are particularly supportive of the
initiatives that would direct additional new transit service to urban centers and activity
centers within the Eastside locations with urban service levels that support our growing
communities. Such transit improvements go hand in hand with the transit-friendly
environments already provided by many Eastside cities. In addition, we believe that the
proposed method of assigning and tracking routes equally between subareas for those
routes that travel to and from more than one subarea on an all-day basis, would be a
significant improvement over current practice.

We recognize that it is early in this process, and that further review of the initiatives may
result in additional comments for your use in preparing a recommendation for the
Executive. However, ETP felt it was important to commend you for listening to our
suggestions and proposing changes in transit service that we believe will provide
substantial benefits to the entire system and to our Eastside constituents who have in
recent years demonstrated their support for improved transit.

Beaux Arts ¢ Bellevue ¢ Bothell ¢ Clyde Hill ¢ Hunts Point ¢. Issaquah ¢ King County ¢ Kenmore ¢ Kirkland ¢ Medina
Mercer Island ¢ Newcastle + Redmond ¢ Renton ¢ Sammamish ¢ Snohomish County Woodinville ¢ Yarrow Point
Eastside Transportation Committee ¢ Puget Sound Regional Council ¢ Sound Transit Transportation Improvement Board
Washington State Department of Transportation ¢+ Washington State Transportation Commission
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Mr. Paul Toliver
October 19, 2001
Page 2

Please feel free to contact us if you have any quéstions or would like to discuss this
further.

Sincerely,

Connie Marshall Joan McBride

Deputy Mayor, Bellevue Councilmember, Kirkland
Chair ~ Vice-Chair

ETP ETP

Cc: .Eastside Transportaﬁon Partnership

Eastside Transportation Partnership Technical Advisory Committee
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KENT

WASHINGTON

‘station from residential neighborhoods in Kent, nor is there

October 22, 2001

Rick Walsh, General Manager

King County Metrc Transit

M.S. KSC-TR-0415, z01 Souti Jackson St.
Seaitle, WA 98104-3856

o

Re:  King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan
Dear Mr. Walsh

Thank vou for traveling to Kent to share your proposals for transit
ievelopment over the next six years with South King County residents. We
applaud your success in ridership gains and your national recognition for
innovative partnerships with jurisdictions and employers.

l'L

We note your updated six Year Transit Development Plan proposes to dedicate
25% of 2}l new resources ioward increasing service to the peak period

'1d tship and another 50% of new resources to improving the core netwaork of

existing transit service. While 75% of new resources will improve service to -
existing marXkets, only 25% of new resources will respend to ihe néeds of local
communities.

‘This leaves litile opportunity for exploring the vast untapped reserve -",f
poiential new customerss. This plan does litile to address the eguity o
avatlability of basic service for the majority of King County residents. Z“E eirs 18
funded through the tax dollars of all King County residents and is not returning
service commensurate with that tax burden. Many areas of Kent and much of
suburban King County have very little accessible transit service.

Sound Transit now serves Kent with two Sounder trains each moraing.
Unfortunately, there is still no transit service dedicated io feeding the train
any i t
dedicated to these arriving commuters who need to get from the train st
out to their workplaces. We believe that these connections are vital to
realizing the fuli potential of the Sounder and Express Bus markets.

-

fransit

Y

Our local streets and arterials are straining under the demands placed on them
by increasing residential populations, increasing employment markets, and
increasing freight traffic. We believe we could maximize the use of t.x ose
roads by providing a transit alternative to the Singie Occupant Vehicie

for many of those trips.
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Letter to Rick Walsh
(King County Mewo Six-Year Transit Development Plan)

Jim White, Mayor
October 22, 2001 ’ -
Page: 20of 2 ¢ .

Metro must alter its service allocation criteria to meet the needs of all King
County residents. With a residential population over 83,000 and an
employment base over 53,000 Kent needs a much stronger transit presence.
Please reconsider your priorities with the following in mind:

Change Allocation Criteria to respond to needs of suburban cities
Survey non-riding suburban residents to determine service needs
Provide better connections between residential neighborhoods and transit
centers

Provide better connections between transit hubs and employment centers
Provide lifeline service to transit dependent residents

Connect affordable housing units with employment opportunities
Cooperate with suburban cities to determine comrmunity based service
pricrities '

ANANRN

AN NN

Instead of increasing service to already well-served existing commuters we
would iike t5 see you start providing some long-overdue emphasis on Kent and
other King County communities.

Sincerely,
Jim White
Mayor

cc: Ron Sims, County Executive
Kent City Council
Paul Toliver, Directc_)r, Dept of Transportation
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‘Washington State Senate

October 9, 2001

Victor Obeso

Metro Transit
KSC-TR-0422

201 S Jackson Street
Seattle, WA 98104-3856

RE; Park to Park Circulator Transit
Dear Mr. Obeso,

It has become increasingly apparent to all of us in recent years that there is a need to improve the
crosstown commute north of the Ship Canal-—from Ballard to Laurelhurst. We have recently
become aware of an effort underway by neighborhood groups to address this need by
implementing a Park to Park Circulator Transit service—a new bus service that will be a
convenient way to get from one neighborhood to another. The group is seeking funding for the
concept as a demonstration project as part of METRO’s updated six-year transit plan. We urge
your sertous consideration of this idea.

The Park to Park idea is compatible with the neighborhood plans and there has been
considerable support expressed by the community. In the near future, there will be significant
new development in these neighborhoods, making the need even greater. We understand that
regional planners have proposed more ambitious plans to improve the crosstown commute, but
would ask that this plan, proposed by neighborhood groups be given full consideration. Further
information about the Park to Park concept can be found at their website,
www.nwlink.com/~p2p or by calling the coordinator, David Ward, at (206) 523-6800.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

A Rbewtion Do B

Senator Pat Thibaudeau Senator Jeanne Kohl-Welles Senat Jacobsen
43 Legislative District 36™ Legislative District 46™ Legislative District _

—o/ 3/

Legislative Building e P.O. Box 40482 e Olympia, Washington 98504-0482

& Recycled o @D
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Town 6f

Serving OUfl?es/deﬂtf . 3000 Hunts Point Road
52 Hunts Point, Washington 98004

425.455.1834 fax 425.454.4586
. - www.ci.hunts-point.wa.us

October 29, 2001

King County
Department of Transportation
-~ Community Relations
ATTN: Pat Cleary, Sr. Commumty Relations Planner
KSC-TR-0824
201 South Jackson Street
Seattle WA 98104-9778

Subject: Proposed Six-Year Plan Comments
Dear Ms. Cleary:

The Town of Hunts Point would like to voice its comments on Metro’s proposed
Six-Year Plan for the years 2002 to 2007. Overall, the Town agrees with most of
the general goals of the Six-Year Plan, and we support Metro’s stated purpose of
continuing to improve King County’s Metro Transit services. We do have one
specific point where we’d like our voice heard.

In general, the Town supports Metro’s future initiation of Bus Rapid Transit lines
within King County. However, in reviewing the three proposed lines in your
mailed Six-Year Plan brochure, the Town notices that none of the proposals deal
with east-west traffic. Due to the Town’s proximity to SR-520 (the Town is
bisected by it), we are especially aware of east-west traffic and the impacts it has
on our local community, through increased freeway noise, decreased air quality,
non-arterial cut-through traffic, and other harmful local impacts. The Town
strenuously urges Metro to consider implementation of BRT testing along one of
the two east-west crossings concurrently with other BRT implementations. While
we understand that the studies currently ongoing on possible 1-90 and SR-520
improvements have yet to return a definitive answer on future freeway capital
improvements, we believe that BRT could be effectively implemented in a
shorter-term arrangement to help alleviate traffic in critical east-west commuter
bottlenecks. With the sub-ten-minute trip intervals and easier transfers to other
forms of transit, we believe this technology can have a real impact on traffic
along SR-520, and subsequently improve the quality of life for both our residents
and the residents of the King County Metro area as a whole.

The Town further urges King County Metro to be more specific in your outlines of

proposed services in your community mailings. Many of the stated goals sound
great in a general sense, but we urge you to give members of our communities
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some concrete information relating to what services will be expanded and where.
For example we believe more details should be given relating to statements such
as, “More frequent Metro service on high-demand routes will attract even more
riders...” (Mailed Six-Year Plan Community Response Brochure, “Section 2:
Improving the core network”). Which corridors will see major increases? How
many riders will those increases generate with respect to increased investment?
Such information need not be overly technical but a brief summary of the actual,
concrete projects involved in the proposed Six-Year Plan, and their congestion,
ridership, and financial impacts, would be useful.

Once again, the Town supports most of Metro’s overall goals in their proposed
Six-Year Plan, as outlined in your mailed brochure. We would, however, urge
Metro to take our suggestion into account by implementing BRT on one of the
east-west corridors as soon as possible. If you have any questions regarding
this letter, | can be reached at Hunts Point Town Hall from 8:00 AM to Noon,
Monday through Thursday; the number here is 425-455-1834.

Very truly yours,
J. P. Carriveau
Operations Manager

cc: Mayor Fred McConkey

34



- NJ.yv3 F.Z

FEB. 4.2vWuz 12:32HM . SEAIKAN (CLF

G

City of Seattle ) o

Paul Schell, Mayor

Seattle Transportation

“Daryl R. Grigsby, Director _ T T — . .

November 1, 2001

Rick Walsh, General Manager _ _

King County Department of Transportation, - ... ... . -
Transit Division (Metro) '

King Street Center

201 South Jackson Street

Seattle, WA 98104-3856

Dear Mr, Walsh:

Re: Aurgra Avexmé BRT Corridor

We support Metro's proposal to initiate Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service in Seattle, as part of
the King County Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 2002 to 2007. The City of Seattle
agrees that BRT can be a very cost-effective way to improve transit speed, reliability,
capacity, and convenience. We are interested in developing plans for BRT that would make
comprehensive improvements to support transit usage, and livable communities along a
number of key comidors within Seattle.

Seattle has been actively pursuing transit improvements that are integral to the
implementation of BRT. Through the Seattle Transit Initiative, the City has been working

- actively with Metro on numerous activities within Seattle;

. > Implementing Transit Signal Priority along several high ridership rontes within Seattle,

and are looking at additiona] corridors for implementation.

-y

—

> Identifying locations for possible implementation of transit lanes, e.g., testing transit lanes
along First Avenue South earfier thig year.

> Planning for inteerated transit and roadway improvements along;

» 15" Aurora Avenue North was one of fiye of the corridors that were determined to be
potentially feasible for implementation of ICT services,

¢ Avenue Northwest

* Lake City Way Northeast (SR 522)

* Aurora Avenue North, as patt of the Washington State Department of Transportation's
(WSDOT) SR 99 North Multi-Modal Corridor Study.

®

Seattle Municipal Building, 600 Fourth Avenue, Room 410, Seattle, WA 98104-1879
Tel: (206) 684-7623, TTY/TDD: (206) 684-4009, Pax: (206) 6845180

An equal employment opportonity, affirmarive action emplayer, Accommodarions for people with disabiligies provided upon request.
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Rick Waféh, General Manager., — o« . T . - . =
King County Department of Transportation '

Page 2

> Developing an intermediate transit capacity (ICT) network as part of the Seattle Transit

* Which route or corridor is the highest priority for BRT improvements? What would
be our performance standards for making BRT investmeénts?
During the Seattle Transit Study, the Ballard-University District corridor was determined
to be a very high"priority corridor by both Seattle and Metro. During our work together to

service hours, under the new allocation methodology, to serve the transit needs of a
subarea that has five urbag centers and two manufacturing and industria] centers

At a recent City Council Transportation Committee briefing on the BRT initiative attended
by Metro staff City Council members were concerned about supporting the BRT initiative,

* What level of improvement in street operations will be needed to make BRT
successful?
Our agencies will need to work closely together to determine speoific operational

" improvements (to provide the level of benefit needed) to make BRT work along a specific
corridor.

- o736 -
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Rick Walsh, General Manager

-

.. —

- RS - T

King Caunty Department of Transportation
November 1, 2001
“Page3 | . —— T

What resources may be needed to help mitigate impacts of certain operational
improvements upon urban neighborhoods? How can we include features to create a
transit-supportive environment along selected corridors?

Some of the operational improvements investigated by the City and Metro have proved
controversial in the past due to potentialimpacts: -One wayto insure-successful
implementation of these improvements is to develop mitigation plans that will deal with
neighborhood and business concerns. Additionally, in order to maximize the effectiveness
and attractiveness of our transit investment in selected corridors, the City feels it is
important to provide a comprehensive package of operational, access, safety and customer
service improvements along BRT corridors, We would like 1o partner with Metro to
identify a package of such improvements, and to develop-a plan for their funding.

How does thé¢ BRT initiative coordinate with WSDOT's SR 99 North Multi-Modal
Corridor Study and its work with Seattle neighborhoods and businesses to develop an
improvement strategy for Aurora Avenue North? :

The City is working with WSDOT and Metro on the SR 99 North Multi-Modal Corridar
Study. An integral part of thig effort js working with affected neighborhoods and
businesses to develop an improvement strategy for Aurora Avenue North. The
Stakeholder Committee formed to provide input to the study should be consulted on any
operational improvements we recommend for this corridér. This would be in keeping with
the Committee’s understanding of their role in developing a plan for Aurora Avenue
North.

We understand that Matt Shelden, Metro's BRT project manager, will meet with local -~
jurisdiction staff on November 2, 2001, to provide more information on Metro's BRT :

injtiative. Our staffis looking forward to attending this meeting. .

—_—

Sincerely,
) <
: /,
Daryl Grigsby, Director Denna Cline, Director
SeaTran : Strategic Planning Office
ce: Chuck Clarke, Mayor's Office

Gemry Willhelm, SeaTran

Susan Sanchez, Strategic Planning Office
Dorinda Costa, Strategic Planning Office
Mike Bstey, SeaTran

Jeff Bender, SeaTran

-0237 -
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City of 5 2 )5 Office of the Mayor « Phone (425) 452-7810 « Fax (425) 452-7919
Bellevue %3:Zs post Office Box 90012 « Bellevue, Washington « 98009 9012
November 8, 2001 B
The Honorable Ron Sims VL ron

King County Executive

400 King County Courthouse
516 Third Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104

Re: City of Bellevue’s Early Response to Six-Year Transit Plan “Proposed Initiatives”
Dear Executive Sims:

On behalf of the Bellevue City Council, | am writing to express the City's general support of the
draft policies developed by your Transportation Department that fame and direct the
forthcoming contents of the Six-Year Transit Developmerit Plan (2002-2007). We appreciate
that your commitment to urban centers made earlier this year is reflected in the Proposed
Initiatives. We also recognize that it is still relatively early in this process, and that further review
of the Initiatives and forthcoming Dratit Plan will require that we provide additional technical
comments.

We are pleased that the Proposed Initiatives take into account many of the suggestions we have
made to you over the past year. We are particularly appreciative of the efforts aimed at directing
additional new transit hours to Eastside urban and activity centers in support of our growing
communities. Such transit investments are critical to Bellewse since we have embraced Growth
Management and are developing transit-friendly, attractive centers with the promise that transit
investments will keep pace with our growth. We are also encouraged that the Proposed
Initiatives move towards providing a more equitable allocation of service and more accurate
accounting procedures.

At this time, we strongly encourage continuation of the “smart growth” approach to providing
transit that is outlined in the Proposed Initiatives. In doing so, we hope that the Countys transit
financial policies will ultimately reflect the spirit, intent and allocation methodologyoutlined in the
Propesed Initiatives document. We look forward to continued collaboration with the County in
developing the more detailed Draft Plan.

| Sincerely,

MX»%QM-

Chuck Mosher
Mayor

cc: Bellevue City Councilmembers
Honorable Rob McKenna
Honorable Jane Hague
Honorable David Irons
“Rick Walsh, King County Metro Transit
Paul Tolliver, King County Transportation Dept.
Steve Sarkozy, Bellevue City Manager

~ol37 -

City of Bellevue offices are located at Main Street and 116th Avenue S.E.
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486 - 228th. AVENUE NE, SAMMAMISH, W ASHINGTON 98074+PHONE 425-898-0660-FAX 425-898-0669

November 20, 2001

Rick Walsh, General Manager

King County Metro Transit

201 S: Jackson/M.S. KSC-TR-0415
Seattle, WA 98104-3856

Subject: City of Sammamish Comments lon the Metro Six-Year Service Plan
Initiatives

Dear Mr. Walsh:

The City of Sammamish is pleased to have this opportunity to comment on Metro’s six-
year service plan.

The plan has many positive and well-considered general policies and specific proposals.
Our City Council and Community are particularly pleased to see “Sammamish Community
Service” identified on the list of potential priorities for new service or improvements to
existing service. '

The new peak-hour express bus service being initiated to Sammamish in February of next
year is an exciting addition to our City. We believe this service, as well as overall transit
access east of Lake Sammamish, can be significantly enhanced by also providing more
frequent and extended all-day service to Sammamish.

This all-day community service could be added as an enhancement of the current Route
269 by operating on half-hour headways between Issaquah and Redmond via Sammamish

on 228" Avenue and by extending the hours of Route 927 to run later into the evening.

These service enhancements would provide a means for riders of the new Sammamish
peak hour express buses to get back to Sammamish in mid-day if they need to or if they
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Mr. Rick Walsh
November 20, 2001

Page 2

miss their evening express bus. These enhancements also will provide all day connections
to the significant Metro and Sound Transit services in Issaquah and Redmond.

The types of policies that would support these service enhancements to Sammamish tend
toward those that emphasize miles of travel (as opposed to just boardings) and coverage
within the urban growth area (rather than just designated urban centers).

The proposal for a demonstration Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) operation appears to be
flawed in that the operating hours would be subtracted from available operating hours of
the entire sub-area in which the BRT is operated. Since this would mean that the
Sammamish area would be less likely to get the added bus service we believe is just the
minimum level needed, we can not support a BRT in the East Sub-area as currently
proposed.

It is clear to us that the large Urban Growth Area east of Lake Sammamish (which is
home to some 50,000 current residents and perhaps as many as 75,000 future residents,
and more than double that number including adjacent analysis zones) should be assured of
at least a core level of transit service before dedicated to a demonstration enhancement
project to an area which already has substantial transit service available to it. We urge
Metro Transit to find a way to implement a BRT demonstration operation in the East Sub-
area without reducing core transit service levels to the City of Sammamish.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the transit service plan. If you would like
to discuss these or other transit issues further, Lee Haro, Transportation Manager, would
be happy to do so. His number is 425-836-7909.

Sincerely,

R7 @/&, Bﬂ*’“l A

Ben Yazici
City Manager

Cc:  Victor Obeso
King County Metro, Service Implementation
201 S. Jackson St., M.S. KSC-TR-0422
Seattle, WA 98104-3856
Lee Haro, Transportation Manager
City Council
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November 21, 2001

Mr. Rick Walsh, General Manager

King County Metro Transit

201 S. Jackson Street

Seattle, Washington 98104-3856 ’

Subject: Six Year Transit Development Plan Proposed Initiatives
Dear Mr. Walsh:

Thank you for soliciting our comment on Metro's Proposed Transit Initiatives. We have reviewed the document and offer the
following comments.

1. We feel that certain connections are missing from the table of Core Connections shown on Page 34 of the Plan. We ask
that the following connections be added with target frequencies {in minutes) as indicated for the peak/daytime/evening

periods.
Via Primary Corridor and Reason for adding to list of Proposed
Between these Places . .. Destinations connections frequency
NE 124th, Kingsgate P&R, Existing all day connection
Totem Lake Seattie CBD - downtown Kirkland between activity centers. 15/15/30
Bothi /UWB/ North - Business Park destination
Cree‘ :Busmess Y- Totem Lake identified in Kirkland TranS|t 15/30/30
Downtown Kirkland | Park: O ‘---7‘.:.,_‘;, Plan.
© - | 108th NE/SR520. - - 1 Existing alt day connectlen
U-District - } (PROVIDED-BY SOUND: - -~ ""|-between activity centers " 15/15/30

2. We understand that one of the principles of the peak initiative is to increase service to Bellevie and given that purpose, we
generally support the enhancements proposed-for. Kirkland: However with current peak service levels between
Kirkland/Totem Lake and downtown Béllevie. exceedlng target levéls (through & ‘combination of: ‘foutes) we wish you to
conslder peak lmprOvements to other destiniations Candldate connectlons can be found i the table at the end of

Implementatlon of Bus Rapnd Tran5|t on the Eastsuﬁe will effect the number of hours available foi deploy
core lnltlatlves in Klrkland and other Eastside cities. Of course itis; cntxeat that ‘Bellevue arid ; RedmondeC

broadened prior to identifying a final candidate corridor for: BRT Metro staff -has g
that you contmue t6 work with staff from ETP cities to prowde detalfs o the ad m‘fs of:BRT-
identifying a candldate corridor. ‘

5. The Plan calls for about 25% of the prolected new hours (system wxde) to be set aS|de for service as determmed by each
sub-area. It is important that criteria for both the establishment and the elimination of such service take place within the
sub-area prior to these hours becoming available. Such criteria would include factors like potential ridership, proximity to
transit friendly land use, etc. While we recognize that much of this discussion is the responsibility of cities, in our case,
within ETP, we hdpe that Metro will take an active role in facilitating and lending transit planning knowledge to these
discussions. Of the suggestions in the Plan, we are particularly supportive of improved service to the Lake Washington
Technical College, as noted on page 31. - - v

123 Fifth Avenue » Kirkland, Washington 98033-6189 - 425-828-1100 - TTY 425.828.2245 .- www.ci.kirkland.wa.us



Mr. Rick Walsh
November 21, 2001
Page 2

6. Several other topics are covered in the plan and our thoughts on each follow:
Cost accounting of routes that travel betweern subareas
We welcome the new cost accounting system. We think it more fairly recognizes the value of cross-sub-area routes than
the current system. Unfortunately, the kind of service changes we would like to make on the Eastside are relatively low on
the west sub-area’s priority list. This means that in a practical sense, little has changed regarding the funding of new
hours; if we want them, they must be funded from the East sub-area. We hope that revised plan language will be included
that will allow Metro and the affected jurisdictions to work toward an more fully equitable system. F urthermore, while the
change to new hour allocation is helpful we, and other cities on the Eastside, still feel that the issue of base hour allocation
must be addressed. We recognize that this will take time and that the issue is a contentious one. It is, however one that
must be addressed.
Allacation of service between Subareas.
We also welcome the new “40/40/20" service allocation. The plan should cali for the codification of this formula in place
of the existing formula, which is currently Metro’s official policy.
Passenger Facilifies
Improved passenger facilities are of high importance to Council. The corridors identified in Kirkland are currently
scheduled for up grades through Sound Transit's Route 540 improvements. We hope that the revised Plan will propose
corridors in Kirkland for which funding is not already available, in particular those where service increases are proposed,
such as 124th Avenue NE and Lake Washington Blvd. We also strongly support addition of passenger faclity improvements
on NE 85th Street. _
Transit Speed Safety and Reliability _
Our thoughts here are similar to those for passenger facilities. The corridors identified in the plan are already funded for
improvements either by Sound Transit or by King County and other routes would be better choices.
Iransit Oriented Developrnent
We look forward to continuing to work on TOD with King County. TOD is a potential component of the Totem Lake Plan
and discussions between our Planning Department and King County are already underway regarding TOD at the South
Kirkland Park and Ride.
Iransit Fleet
Quieter, cleaner, more efficient transit vehicles are of vital interest to Kirkland especially as we site new facilities in
downtown Kirkland. We look forward in particular to replacement of the well-worn and noisy Breda dual-powered coaches
for which hybrid technology may be a substitute. It is important that better coaches be deployed throughout the system.

Once again, we wish to thank you for your efforts in preparing the latest set of initiatives. We hope that our comments are of’
use and we look forward to release of the Executive’s Draft Plan. The September, 2001 service changes represented a
significant improvement to Kirkland's transit service and we anticipate further improvements over the next six years.
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City of Seattle

Paul Schell, Mayor

December 5, 2001

Paul Toliver, Director

King County Department of Transportatlon
King Street Center :
201 South Jackson Street

Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Mr. Toliver:

We have reviewed Metro’s Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 2002 to 2007:
-Proposed Initiatives. While we support the focus of the proposed initiatives — providing
corigestion relief and improving mobility — there are some elements that concern us. It is
our hope that Metro will continue using the strategies that made the current Six- Year Plan
a success and consider our comments in developing new strategies.

Service Investment Distribution

One of our major concerns is that the proposed initiatives will result in the Seattle/North
King County (West) subarea receiving only 20 percent of available new service resources,
or about 73,000 annual service hours (equal to about three core Seattle bus routes; e.g.
Route 8). This appears to be inconsistent with the goals and policies of King County’s
Long-Range Policy Framework for Public Transportation, the King County Countywide
Planning Policies, and the Metropolitan Transportation Plan “Destination 2030.” These
plans are based on transit increasing its share of travel demand and serving the majority of
those who are transit dependent; this is difficult to achieve when service mvestment 1s
unjustifiably constrained for the most productive and most transit-dependent part of the

. system.

.- According to the Proposed Initiatives, 60 percent of the Seattle core service network has
not achieved its targeted service level. We are concemned that Seattle will have difficulty
accommodating the population and job growth forecasted for its five urban centers and two
manufacturing/industrial centers without a complete core service network. If Metro’s
“countywide system development” approach to service investment cannot result in a more
strategic allocation of service hours that supports growth management, we recommend
using the existing operating subsidy allocation policy that is based on
subarea population. It is consistent with the above mentioned growth management plans
and 1s what voters approved when they passed King County Proposition 1 last fall.

Mayor’s Office Seattle City Council

600 Fourth Avenue, 12th Floor, Seattle, WA 98104-1873 J L/ 7 600 Fourth Avenue, 11th Floor, Seattle, WA 98104-1876

Tel: (206) 634-4000, TDD: (206) 684-8811, Fax: (206) 684-5360, Tel: (206) 634-8888, TDD: (206) 233-(625, Fax: (206) 684-8587, _
E-mail: mayors.office@ci seattle. wa.us E-mail: council @ci.scattle. wa.us _—
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Paul Toliver : .
December 5, 2001 ' :
Page 2 of 3

Core Service Network and Bus Rapid Transit

We strongly support Metro’s proposal to improve the core service network. A system of
all-day, high frequency routes that connect urban centers, manufacturing/industrial centers,
and other high activity centers is critical to King County achieving its growth management
goals and objectives. Core service improvements generate heavy use, high farebox
recovery, and are more efficient than peak and local service improvements. They are
multi-purpose investments that can also increase peak market share and address local
Service priorities.

We also support Metro’s proposal to initiate bus rapid transit (BRT) service in Seattle.
This can be a very cost-effective way to increase transit speed, rehiability, capacity and
convenience on many of Seattle’s core service connections. There needs to be further
discussion, however, of Metro’s premise that the West subarea must spend about 46,000 of
its 73,000 new annual service hours on BRT. This would leave only 27,000 service hours
(equal to about one core Seattle bus route) to complete the city’s core service network and
meet other transit priorities.

The city would like more information on why Aurora Avenue North is the best corridor for
initiating BRT in Seattle and the specific changes that will need to be made to the arterial
operating environment. A

Park-and-Ride Lot Expansion

There are a number of reasons why the current Six-Year Plan includes a modest park-and-
ride lot expansion program: increasing costs of right-of-way acquisition and construction,
long project lead times, necessary trade-offs with other transit capital improvements, and
service and environmental impacts. Metro’s proposal to increase peak market share

- changes the current park-and-ride strategy by significantly expanding park-and-ride lot
capacity by about 6,000 new parking spaces. ‘

We are concerned that impacts of the proposed park-and-ride expansion program have not
been fully considered. For example, the Eastgate and Issaquah Highland park-and-ride lot
projects are considerably more expensive than initially proposed. It is our understanding
that the estimated cost per new parking space is over $30,000. Can the proposed
expansion program be funded without significantly reducing expenditure levels for other
elements of the transit capital program? If the park-and-ride lot expansion program is
debt-financed, how will this impact transit service resources? We need more information
regarding to what extent the park-and-ride lot expansion program will increase peak

market share and reduce congestion.



Paul Toliver
December 5, 2001
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Consider Neighborhood Plan Recommendations

In 1999, Seattle completed a five-year neighborhood planning period that resulted i 38
neighborhood plans. These neighborhood plans are a part of the City’s response to the
‘requirements of the State Growth Management Act. Fulfilling the plan recommendations
is important to our ability to accommodate increased density in Seattle. Many of the
“neighborhood plans included requests to improve the hours and frequency of transit
service. Several plans recommended providing connecting routes between neighborhoods
that did not go through downtown, including the development of local circulator or shuttle
bus routes. The plans also emphasize better connections between travel modes, such as
current and potential water taxi and light rail service. Please add the attached summary of
neighborhood planning transit recommendations to your list of potential subarea priorities
for new or improved service.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Proposed Initiatives. We look forward
to receiving a copy of your final Six-Year Plan recommendations.

_ Sincerely,
Paul Schell Mayor : Richard M‘clve%
~ City of Seattle : Seattle City Cother

~ Seattle City Council Seattle City Council

Enclosure

cc: Seattle City Council
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List of Neighborhood Plan Recommendations for Bus Service lmprovements
(not including those relating directly to light rail).
July 30, 2001

Sector: East Neighborhood Capitol Hill Matrix #2 DD9

Activity: Bus Routes: Increase service on existing bus routes and add new bus routes. Improve direct connections to other
neighborhoods {(especially Queen Anrie, Fremont, Wallingford and Ballard) without transferring through downtown<or the
University District. Plan for efficient connections with Sound Transit fight rail. Consider:

-increasing the frequency of Route #8 and #9 buses,

-Adding express buses on Routes #7 and #43.

-Adding passing wires on Routes #7, #9 and #43.

-Increasing the frequency of Routes #43 and #44 service to Wallingford and Ballard.

-lmproving ex;;ress bus service to the Eastside.

-Establishing a local circulator bus.

-Expanding bus routes along E Aloha Street, connecting to the north Capitol Hill Sound.Ttlansit station.
-Expanding bus routes along E John Street, connecting to the south Capitol Hili Sound Transit station.

-Establishing a new route on 12th Avenue that connects Capitol Hill with the Pike-Pine and Central neighborhoods.

Sector: East Neighborhood Central Area Matrix #: OI-18
Activity: Explore water taxi together with increased bus service on Madison

Sector: East Neighborhood Pike/Pine Matrix #: PT 4.1
Activity: Increase frequency of bus service along Broadway on Route 9.

Sector: Northeast Neighborhood North District Matrix #: A11

Activity: Establish convenient local ‘circutation’ services between neighborhoods and the Lake City business district, the Civic Core
and other neighborhoods and provide improved access to Metro transit services.

Sector: Northeast Neighborhood North District Matrix #: A12

Activity: Enhance transit services to and from other Seattle neighborhoods north of the Ship Canal and establish new east-west bus
routes that do not require traveling through Northgate.

Sector: Northeast Neighborhood North District Matrix #: A13

Activity: Increase bus frequency between Seattle and the Lake City business district throughout daylight and evenmg hours and
better coordinate evening service schedules to Lake City area bus stops.

Sector: Northeast Neighborhood North District Matrix #: B8
Activity: Develop a transit hub near to the Civic Core. :

Sector: Northeast Neighborhood Roosevelt Matrix #: 1A-T-3
Activity: Provide small circulator buses finking the retail coreflight rail station to adjacent neighborhoods, using resources reallocated
from express bus service to downtown when light rail comes on-line. {(See local shuttle route circling Green Lake proposed
in the Preliminary Recommendations of the Green Lake 2020 Neighborhood Plan.)

Sector: Northeast Neighborhood Roosevelt Matrix #: 1A-T4

Activity: Provide better east-west cross-town bus service to Ballard/Golden Gardens and Sand Point, using resources reallocated
from express bus service to downtown when light rail comes on line.

Sector: Northeast Neighborhood  University Matrix #: B18
Activity: Transit Service. improve transit linkages to community destinations, including University Village, Ravenna Urban Village, the
" UW campus, the Ave, and Sound Transit stations, through shuttle bus service and/or the use of existing KC/Metro bus
routes to provide frequent, convenient and economical service within the UCUC. Conduct a headway analysis for KC/Metro
bus routes that provide parallel or substitutable service along the same comidor whenever there is a schedute change.
Headways between route pairs should be as even as possible in order to achieve shuttle service to destinations within and
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Sector:

Sector:

Northwest Neighborhood Broadview-Bitter Lake-Haller Lake Matrix #: B-45

Activity: Develop regular circulating shuttle service from the Hub Urban Village transit center to Sound Transit's proposed Northgate
Light Rail Station and Melro’s Northgate Transit Center.

Sector: Northwest Neighborhood Green Lake Matrix #: B2
Activity: Work with KC Metro to imptove service on existing transit routes and increase bus service frequency td 10 minute
headways. These include bus routes #16, #48, and #359.

Northwest Neighborhood Greenwood/Phinney Matrix #: T3

Activity: Provide bus service with 10-12 minute headways along the Greenwood corvidor & 85th in peak periods; at 15 min. intervals
until 9 PM and at 30 min. intervals after 9 PM (Routes 5, 355,48,75).

Sector: Southeast Neighborhood North Beacon Hill Matrix #: T21

Activity: Combine the existing Rt. 36 (at Beacon and McClellan) and Rt. 60 (at 16th and McClellan) stops into a new northbound
combined Beacon and Lander stop, once the pedestrian signal is installed there as part of a transit transfer station on
Beacon Ave. '

Sector: Southeast Neighborhood North Rainier Valley Matrix #: T-1.1

Activity: Work with King County Metro to provide for additional east-west bus service. Expand and promote the existing Route 38
Shuttle bus route, and add new routes in the future to link residential areas to regional light rail system.

Sector: Southeast Neighborhood Rainier Beach Matrix #: T-3.2
Activity: Route 7 Improvements. Request the City work with Metro to make Route 7 safer and more efficient in its connection to
Downtown Seattle.

Sector:  Southeast Neighborhood Rainier Beach - Matrix #: T-3.4
Activity: Future Electric Trolley Service. As the City moves forward with its Seattle Transit Initiative, ensure Rainier Avenue S is
served by an electric trolley connecting Renton to Columbia City with cross valley connections from Seward Park to Beacon
where there are light rail stations, such as at South Henderson Street. This would replace bus service on Rainier.

Sector: Southeast Neighborhood Rainier Beach Matrix #: T-3.5

Activity: Local Circulators. Future shuttles will circulate through residential areas with connections to the light rail station and the
commercial core. These would replace or supplement existing bus service, as appropriate. Develop loops that would
connect the MLK Jr. Way & Holly station to the Rainier Beach station via a South Henderson Street- Rainier-Othello-MLK loop.

Sector: Southwest Neighborhood Admiral Matrix #: 2.15
Activity: Work with Metro to improve bus service from the water taxi.

Sector:  Southwest Neighborhood Admiral Matrix #: 2.19
Activity: Improve local Metro commuter options from Admiral to Alaska Junction, Morgan Junction and the water taxi Commuter ferty.
Operate small vans to connect more neighbors to the new transit feeder.

Sector: Southwest Neighborhood Admiral Matrix #: 4.16
Activity: Support regional transportation strategic ptanning.

Sector:  Southwest Neighborhood Delridge Matrix #: lI-E-3
Activity: Regional Express ((Sound Transit) Bus Service - the Regional express bus division of Sound Transit (RTA) plans to begin
operating a number of express bus routes throughout the region in the fall of 1999. One of the Regional Express routes will
operate between SeaTac Airport and downtown Seattle via Burien, White Center, Fauntleroy, and West Seattle.

-'Recognizing the need to make limited stops on this express service, the Regional Express West Seattle route should
maximize the connections and access it provides in West Seattle including transfers with Metro routes and access to the
Fauntleroy Ferry Terminal and West Seattle commercial districts.

- The Regional Express West Seattle route should be extended or through-outed via I-90 to the Eastside.

document’s development and how the community and City will use it. This effort will require work between the City and
community to flesh out the ideas in the document and objectives for its use. To begin these discussions, the City Council
and Executive will hold a public meeting in West Seattle in June 1999,
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Activity:

Activity:

Activity:

Activity:

Sector: Southwest Neighborhbod Delridge Matrix #: lI-E4

West Seattle Public Access - improve and expand public transportation facifities and services providing access toffrom
West Seattle:

- Improve speed and efficiency of existing and future bus service by enabling buses to avoid traffic congestion.

- Expand service coverage in West Seattle - make transit services more easily accessible to more people and activities.

- Expand transit network connections - provide more and better linkages between West Seattle and other parts of the city
and region.

- Develop new, alternative modes of public transportation to provide additional ‘auto-tess’ access to West Seattle (e.g.,
waterbome transit and monorail).

Metro should continue to expand service hours and frequency of its West Seattle service. Also, Metro should continue to
increase the number of West Seattle, Seattle, and King County origins/destinations served by West Seattle routes.

Several transit 'hubs’ where multiple bus and rail routes can exchange passengers, should be developed to improve the
efficiency, effectiveness, and utility of West Seattle transit service:

- A transit hub on Spokane Street near -5 would provide West Seattle buses with direct Eastside connections, transfers
with South Seattie, South King County, and Eastside bus routes inbound and outbound toffrom downtown, and a link to the
Sound Transit's future Commuter Rail line.

- A transit hub at the west end of the West Seattle Bridge would provide a connection point for Metro and Regional Express
bus routes serving various parts of West Seattle (including shuttles/circulators) and for access to the Elliott Bay *‘Seabus’
terminal.

- A transit hub at the West Seattle Junction would provide a connection point for Metro and Regional Express bus routes
serving various parts of West Seattle.

In addition fo the hubs, direct bus-only ramps connecting the Spokane Street Viaduct and the E-3 Busway (to/from the
downtown transit tunnel) are needed to improve travel times for West Seattie-downtown transit service.

Sector: Southwest Neighborhood Delridge Matrix #: {I-E-5
Elliott Bay "Seabus"” - the existing-Elliott Bay Water Taxi, begun in 1997, is a summer-season passenger-only ferry service
connecting West Seattle and downtown Seattle. The Water Taxi service should be expanded into a permanent year-round
system (like Vancouver BC's Seabus) that is designed to be an integral and important element of the transportation system
serving West Seattie. In order to determine the capital and operational requirements of such a system and to guide it's
incremental development, a long range comprehensive master plan for facilities and services should be prepared for both
sides of Elliott Bay.

Connections to the West Seattie Seabus Terminal should be expanded and improved. Bus service, shuttie/circulator service,
a potential tram/ffunicular system, parking (or lack thereof), and bike/ped/pathways should be addressed.

Sector: Southwest Neighborhood Morgan Junction Matrix #: LT 6
Regional Express (Sound Transit) Bus Service:

‘Regional Express,' the express bus division of Sound Transit, (Sound Transit) plans to begin operating a number of express
bus routes throughout the region in the fall of 1999. One of the Regional Express routes will operate between Sea-Tac
Airport and downtown Seattle via Burien, White Center, Fauntleroy, and West Seattle.

- Recognizing the need to make limited stops on this express service, the Regional Express West Seattle route should
maximize the connections and access it provides in West Seattle, including transfers with Metro routes and access to the
Fauntleroy Ferry Terminal, ensuring that the Regional Express bus route serves the urban villages along California Ave SW.

- The Regional Express West Seatﬂe route should be extended or through-routed via 1-90 to the Eastside after stopping in

Sector: Southwest Neighborhood Morgan Junction Matrix #: LT 7
Eliiott Bay ‘Seabus'

The existing Elliott Bay Water Taxi, begun in 1997, is a summer-season passenger-only fetry service connecting West
Seattle and downtown Seattle. The Water Taxi service should be expanded into a permanent year-round system (like
Vancouver, BC's Seabus) that is designed to be an integral and important element of the transportation system serving West
Seattle. In order to determine the capital and operational requirements of such a system and to guide its incremental
development, a long range comprehensive master plan for facilities and services — on both sides of Elliott Bay — should be

prepared.
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Activity:

Connections to the West Seattle Seabus terminal should be expanded and improved. Bus service, shuttle/circulator service,
a potential tram/funicular system, parking (or lack thereof), and bike/ped pathways should be addressed.

The West Seattle neighborhoods have submitted a draft of the West Seattle Transportation Action Agenda to the City for
review.

The West Seattle Transportation Action Agenda requests that the City work with the West Seattle community in identifying:
- street-related needs that have broad impact on West Seattle and

- practical, action-oriented strategies for addressing these broad transportation needs.

A: The City will be reviewing the West Seattle Transportation Action Agenda in 1999 to help determine the next steps in the
document's development and how the community and City will use it. This effort will require work between the City and
community to flesh out the ideas in the document and objectives for its use. To begin these discussions, the City Council
and Executive staff will hold a public meeting in West Seattie in June 1999.

A: The City will work with King County/Metro during their planning processes to assure consideration of the
recommendations expressed in this activity.
Sector:  Southwest Neighborhood Morgan Junction Matrix# LTS8
Improve and expand pubfic transportation facilities and services providing access to/from West Seattie:
- Improve speed and efficiency of existing and future bus service by enabling buses to avoid traffic congestion

- Expand service coverage in West Seatfle: make transit services more easily accessible to more people and activities

- Expand transit network connections: provide more and better linkages between West Seattle and other parts of the City
and region

- Develop new, alternative modes of public transportation to provide additional "auto-less' access to West Seattle {e.g.,
waterbome transit, monorail)

Metro should continue to expand service hours and frequency of its West Seattle service. Also, Metro should continue to
increase the number of West Seattle, Seattle, and King County origins/destinations served by West Seattle routes. Work
with Metro to locate routes and site bus stops for maximum ridership and minimal impact to adjacent property owners.

. Several transit *hubs," where muitiple bus and rail routes can exchange passengers, should be developed to improve the

Activity:

Activity:

Activity:

efficiency, effectiveness, and utility of West Seattle transit service:

- A fransit hub on Spokane St. near I-5 would provide West Seattle buses with direct Eastside connections, transfers with
South Seatlle, South King County, and Eastside bus routes inbound and outbound to/from downtown, and a fink to the RTA's
future Commuter Rail line.

- A transit hub at the west end of the West Seattle Bridge would provide a connection point for Metro and Regional Express

bus routes serving various parts of West Seatlle (including shuttles/circuiators) and for access to the Efliott Bay "Seabus’
terminal.

- A transit hub at the West Seattle Junction would provide a connection point for Metro and Regional Express bus routes
serving various parts of West Seattle.

- Encourage electrification of local West Seattle bus routes.
In addition to the hubs, direct bus-only ramps connecting the Spokane St. Viaduct and the E-3 Busway (to/from the

downtown transit tunnel) are needed to improve travel times for West Seattle—-downtown transit service.

Sector:  Southwest Neighborhood  South Park Matrix #: NT 15b
Promote the use of the Access/DART Bus Service through the South Park Resource Directory and on the proposed kiosks.

Sector:  Southwest Neighborhood South Park Matrix # NT 3b
Develop a consistent service schedule.

Sector:  Southwest Neighborhood West Seattle Junction Matrix #: LT-3
Regional Express Bus Service:

;Regional Express,’ the express bus division of Sound Transit (formerly RTA) plans to begin operating a number of express

bus routes throughout the region in the fall of 1999. One of the Regional Express routes will operate between Sea-Tac
Aimport and downtown Seattle via Burien, White Center, Fauntieroy, and West Seattle.
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Recognizing the need to make limited stops on this express service; the Regional Express West Seattle route should
maximize the connections and access it provides in West Seatile, including transfers with Metro routes and access to the
Fauntieroy Ferry Terminal and West Seattle commercial districts. )

The Regional Express West Seattle route should be extended or through-routed via 1-90 to the Eastside.

Sector: Southwest Neighborhood West Seattle Junction Matrix #: T4

Activity: Elliott Bay "Seabus'
The existing Eliiott Bay Water Taxi, begun in 1997 -i5 a summer-season passenger-only ferry service connecting West
Seattle and downtown Seattle. The Water Taxi service should be expanded into a permanent year-round system (like
Vancouver, BC's Seabus) that is designed to be an integral and important element of the transportation system serving West
Seattle. In order to determine the capital and operational requirements of such a system and to guide its incremental
development, a long range comprehensive master plan for facilities and services - on ‘both sides of Elliott Bay — should be
prepared.

Connections to the West Seattle Seabus terminal should be expanded and improved. Bus service, shuttle/circulator service,
a potential tram/funicular system, parking (or fack thereof), and bike/ped pathways should be addressed.

Sector: Southwest Neighborhood Westwood/Highland Park Matrix #: LT-3
Activity: Regional Express Bus Service:

‘Regional Express,’ the express bus division of Sound Transit plans to begin operating a number of express bus routes
throughout the region in the fall of 1999. One of the Regional Express routes will operate between Sea-Tac Airport and
downtown Seattle via Burien, White Center, Fauntieroy, and West Seattle.

- Recognizing the need to make limited stops on this express service, the Regional Express West Seattle route should
maximize the connections and access it provides in West Seattle, including transfers to Metro routes and access 1o the
Fauntleroy Ferry Terminal, ensuring that the Regional Express bus route serves the urban villages along California Avenue
SW.

- The Regional Express West Seattle route should be extended or through-routed via 1-90 to the Eastside. See West Seattle
Transportation Action Agenda (page 2-8).

Note: this recommendation is consistent with the West Seattle Junction, Morgan Junction, and Delridge Plan
recommendations.

Sector:- Southwest Neighborhood Westwood/Highland Park Matrix #: LT-4
Activity: Elliott Bay ‘Seabus’

The existing Elliott Bay Water Taxi, begun in 1997, is a summer-season passenger-only ferry service connecting West
Seatlle and downtown Seattie. The Water Taxi service should be expanded into a permanent year-round system (like
Vancouver, BC's Seabus) that is designed to be an integrat and important element of the transportation system serving West
Seattle. In order to determine the capital and operational requirements of such a system and to guide its incremental
development, a fong range comprehensive master plan for facilities and services — on both sides of Efliott Bay — should be
prepared.

Connections to the West Seattle Seabus terminal should be expanded and improved. Bus service, shuttle/circulator service,
a potential tram/funicular system, parking (or lack thereof), and bike/pedestrian pathways should be addressed.

Note: this recommendation is consistent with the West Seattle Junction, Morgan Junction, and Delridge Plan
recommendations. ’
Sector:  Southwest Neighborhood Westwood/Highland Park Matrix #: LT-5
Activity: Improve and expand public transportation facilities and services providing access to/from West Seattle:
- Improve speed and efficiency of existing and future bus service by enabling buses to avoid traffic congestion.

- Expand service coverage in West Seattle: make transit services more easily accessible to more people and activities.

- Expand transit network connections: provide more and better linkages between West Seattle and other parts of the City
and region.

- Develop new, alternative modes of public transportation to provide additional ‘auto-less’ access to West Seattle (e.g..
waterbome transit, monorait).

Metro should continue to increase the service hours and frequency of its West Seattle service. Also, Metro should
continue to increase the number of West Seattle, Seattle, and King County origins/destinations served by West Seattle
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Activity:

Activity:

Several transit *hubs," where multiple bus and rail routes can exchange passengers, should be developed to improve the
efficiency, effectiveness, and.utility of West Seattle transit service:

- A transit hub on Spokane Street near I-5 would provide West Seattle buses with direct Eastside comnections, transfers

with South Seattle, South King County, and Eastside bus routes inbound and outbound toffrom downtown, and a fink to
Sound Transit's future Commuter Rail line.

- A transit hub at the west end of the West Seattle Bridge would provide a connection point for Metro and Regional Express
bus routes serving various parts of West Seattle {including shutties/circulators) and for access to the Elliott Bay 'Seabus’
terminal. ’ :

- A transit hub at the West Seatile Junction would provide a connection point for Metro and Regional Express bus routes
serving various parts of West Seattle.

- Encourage electiification of locat West Seattle bus routes.

in addition to the hubs, direct bus-only ramps connecting the Spokane Street Viaduct and the E-3 Busway (toffrom the
downtown transit tunnel) are needed to improve travel times for West Seattle—downtown transit service,

Note: this recommendation is consistent with the West Seattle Junction, Morgan Junction, and Delridge Plan
Recommendations. : )

Sector: West Neighborhood Queen Anne Matrix #: QAT2

Counterbalance - Establish 7-minute Headways - Establish 7-minute headways between the Urban Center and Upper Queen
Anne along Queen Anne Avenue N. up and down the Counterbalance Hill between Uptown Center (Uptown QA) and W.
McGraw Street (Upper QA). With this frequency of service the Counterbalance will provide a real alternative to the
automobile.

‘Counterbalance' trolley will supplement existing Metro trofley bus service along Queen Anne Avenue between Uptown

Center and W. McGraw Street to achieve 7 minute headway; will be dedicated circutator in other parts of the route through
Urban Center and Upper QA and headways on these segments will vary.

Sector: West Neighborhood South Lake Union Matrix # T 50
Explore regional bus service on Mercer ramps.
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SeaShore Transportation Forum
MS: KSC-TR-0814

201 South Jackson Street

Seattle, WA 98104-3856

Phone: 263-4645 Fax: 684-2111

December 12, 2001

Paul Toliver

Director

Department of Transportation
King Street Center

201 South Jackson Street
Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Mr. Toliver:

The SeaShore Transportation Forum is pleased to have the opportunity to comment on the
document Six Year Transit Development Plan for 2002 to 2007: Proposed Initiatives. As you are
aware, SeaShore is comprised of jurisdictions and agencies in the West and East Subareas of
North King County and South Snohomish County. This comment letter conveys
recommendations that all the SeaShore jurisdictions agree upon. Individual cities may have more
specific comments regarding transit service within their jurisdictions.

As King County begins new discussions regarding housing and employment targets, we should
keep in mind the role that public infrastructure plays in supporting new growth. Therefore we
feel it is important to link transit investments to those locations with existing and planned land
use densities.

We are very intrigued with the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) concept, and would like to see this
concept integrated into the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) SR-99
Study currently underway in North Seattle. We would also like to see more evaluation of BRT
vis-a-vis other service initiatives such as Core Improvements and Local Priorities.

The SeaShore Forum would also like to commend you for your discussion about integrating:
Sound Transit improvements into Metro’s planning process. We support a restructure of transit
service in the North End in conjunction with the implementation of Regional Express Route 522.
The north segment of Sounder Commuter Rail is planned to be operational by 2004 or 2005.
Metro Route 317 currently serves Downtown Edmonds, where a Sounder Station is planned to be
located. Please add discussion regarding integration efforts at the Edmonds Sounder Station. This
will also help to improve much needed cross-county service.

Bothell » Bothell Transportation Partnership » Community Transit « Kenmore » King County ¢ Lake Forest Park
Puget Sound Regional Council « Shoreline # Snohomish County e Sound Transit  Transportation Improvement Board

Washington State Department of Transportation __a? 5— 7 -



- We look forward to continuing the collaborative process Metro has conducted thus far. Please
feel free to contact us if you have any questions or would like to discuss this further.

Sincerely
DL T Lo Olon
Dick Taylor Tim Olsen
Mayor, Bothell Mayor Pro-Tem, Bothell
Co-Chair Co-Chair
SeaShore Transportation Forum SeaShore Transportation Forum
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December 12, 2001

Jim Jacobson, Manager
Service Development Section
King County Metro Transit
201 South Jackson Street
M.S. KSC-TR-0426

Seattle, WA 98104-3856

RE: Bus Rapid Transit Proposal for East King County
Dear Mr. Jacobson:

This letter articulates the City of Bellevue, City of Redmond, and Washington State
Department of Transportation’s joint response to the King County Metro Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) Partnership Proposal. The contents of this letter are reviewed in greater
detail in the attached evaluation report of the BRT proposal. Overall, we are interested in
pursuing the proposal. Frequent and reliable transit service in the Eastside employment
and population core is essential. The King County Metro BRT proposal for the Eastside
would improve a key transit link and would capitalize on the intense investments already
made in the corridor.

To answer your specific questions:

1. Do you feel that BRT as proposed in your corridor is worth developing at the cost
of foregoing other service improvements that might otherwise be made?

The Eastside BRT service is estimated to require an investment of approximately 35,000
annual transit service hours, as currently proposed, representing approximately 24% of
the 146,000 new hours that King County Metro is proposing to implement in the East
King County subarea through 2007, per the Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 2002 -
to 2007: Proposed Initiatives. King County Metro clearly has limited funds to address

. every jurisdiction’s needs and therefore service investment trade-offs are inevitable.
However, it is unclear what modifications to the core network would be necessary to pay
for BRT service. We believe the BRT proposal has merit, yet we cannot draw
conclusions about trade-offs without better ridership and investment strategy information.

—H57 ~



Mr. Jim Jacobson December 12, 2001

2. Is there a different corridor in your jurisdiction(s) that you feel would have better
potential for success in a first BRT implementation effort? Why?

In 1994, the City of Bellevue and the .City of Redmond conducted the Bellevue/Redmond
Transit Corridor Feasibility Study. It assessed the feasibility of an enhanced local transit
corridor with operating characteristics similar to Metro’s BRT proposal between
downtown Bellevue and downtown Redmond. Findings of this study include: (i) Travel
projections indicate the Bellevue-Redmond corridor is the logical location for a
significant transit investment on the Eastside; (ii) The development of the transit corridor
should be staged to limit risk, minimize the initial investment, and build demand to
eventually support a higher order transit facility; and, (iii) If transit related improvements
are completed, buses could carry over 11,500 daily passengers by 2010 in the
Bellevue/Redmond corridor. Because Metro’s proposed BRT route serves downtown

- Bellevue, Crossroads, Overlake, Redmond Town Center, and downtown Redmond it
effectively ties together high demand transit markets on the Eastside. .

3. Is your jurisdiction(s) willing to accept BRT implementation in the corridor
proposed by King County?

The six-week timeframe for evaluating and consulting with the Bellevue and Redmond
City Councils and WSDOT on the BRT proposal has introduced several challenges in
arriving at a definitive endorsement of the BRT proposal - especially since the following
key questions on the BRT plan remain only partially answered:

e Ridership projections are not available, which makes it difficult to assess if the
proposed level of service is appropriate for the corridor. _

* An assessment of the benefits and impacts associated with transit-supportive
operating and capital investments along the corridor has not been completed.

* The exact tradeoffs between additional local service and the BRT implementation are
unresolved. ,

¢ The relationship of the Metro BRT proposal to the transit elements of the [-405 and
Translake programs has not been addressed.

Bellevue and Redmond and WSDOT are confident that these issues can be resolved by
the 2005 implementation timeline for the proposed BRT service.

4. Which partner jurisdiction contributions to success described in Section 7 is your
Jurisdiction(s) willing to make?

Responses to questions 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 all elaborate on the activities that the cities of
Bellevue and Redmond are committed to pursuing in support of this program. Other
activities not specifically referenced include participating in the marketing activities
surrounding this project. The City of Bellevue could incorporate BRT promotional
information: on its website; in articles in It’s Your City newsletter distributed to every
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household and business in Bellevue (estimated distribution of 60,000 newsletters); as
reader board information on Bellevue Television; and, at City buildings, including the
mini-City Hall at Crossroads. The City of Redmond could also implement strategies to
promote BRT within the community. Examples include, posting material on Redmond’s
Website and including information in the Focus on Redmond quarterly magazine
(distributed to an estimated 22,000 households and businesses within Redmond).

5. Please tell us what policies and regulations your jurisdiction(s) has adopted that
would support BRT implementation and operation as proposed by King County
(e.g. land use, parking, transit priority, etc.). Provide specific examples of actions
your jurisdiction(s) have already taken to implement those policies and regulations.

Both the Bellevue and Redmond City Councils have identified transit solutions as an
increasingly important part of a local and regional transportation system that supports
land use goals and level-of-service standards as set forth in their respective
Comprehensive Plans. Both jurisdictions are exploring Transit Signal Priority (TSP)
technology at several locations along the proposed BRT corridor that would benefit the
speed and reliability of BRT operations.

» City of Bellevue - The City has spent $512,000 to date updating central software,
controllers and developing Transit Signal Priority (TSP) software. Additionally, King
County Metro and the City are working together on a pilot TSP project at two
locations, NE 8th Street/148th Avenue NE and NE 8th Street/156th Avenue NE. TSP
at both locations should be operational in 2002. This project will test Bellevue’s
signal control technology application to TSP and evaluate the impacts on general
traffic and transit speed and reliability. If successful, TSP in Bellevue could be
readily expanded to additional intersections because most of the signal and central
control systems have already been upgraded.

* City of Redmond has committed $2,800,000 in the Redmond Intelligent
Transportation System (RITS) program, which aims to improve the overall city traffic
mobility by reducing traffic delays and maximizing arterial person carrying capacity.
The first deployment phase of this project will focus ITS technologies on the 148™
Avenue NE and 156™ Avenue NE corridors. This project will provide King County
Metro with expertise to design and integrate the regionally accepted bus transit
priority system into RITS. This project will also develop a TSP Operational Plan that
includes testing in coordination with the City of Redmond and King County Metro
Transit. The City has an agreement with King County Metro for procurement of
transit priority equipment.

* In addition to the improvements made by the local jurisdictions, WSDOT has recently
invested millions of dollars to construct HOV lanes and HOV bypass ramps on SR-
520. These facilities are vital to improving Transit and HOV travel time in the
Bellevue-Redmond corridor.
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6. Are there actions or improvements beyond those listed in Section 5 that you feel
should be taken or made to make BRT successful and achieve the objectives listed in
Section 2.4? Which of them would your jurisdiction(s) be willing to implement, and
which would you expect King County to implement? :

Bellevue and Redmond are initiating efforts that will assess what transit capital and
_ operatlonal tmprovements could be undertaken to support Metro’s BRT proposal and
mmprove other key transit connections; the following is a summary of these initiatives:

¢ City of Bellevue will begin work on the Capital Element of the Bellevue Transit Plan
in early 2002 that will examine the congestion problems in Bellevue that compromise
transit’s efficiency and effectiveness, and identify infrastructure investments that
could be implemented to improve transit travel time, reliability, and productivity.
The City of Bellevue is committing $75,000 to this effort. The focus will be on the
tie between land uses and transit operations, with recommendations driven by transit
demand and system bottlenecks. The study will assess current traffic conditions
experienced along Bellevue’s transit priority corridors and propose infrastructure
investments that would improve transit travel times. A non-inclusive list of potential
improvements include the following: queue jump lanes, intersection turning radii
improvements, sidewalks, traffic control measures, signal priority treatments, and -
arterial high occupancy vehicle lanes. A particular emphasis will be paid to the

- City’s primary activity centers (e.g., Overlake, Crossroads, Factoria, etc.) and

downtown Bellevue. Recommendations from the $1 million Downtown
Implementation Plan Update study, which is evaluating transportation/transit and
urban design issues to develop a 20-year investment strategy, will feed into the
Capital Element.

 City of Redmond is developing a Downtown Redmond Transportation Master Plan at
a cost of $480,000. The City will use community input and technical analysis to
develop a plan that integrates circulation, parking, transit, and open space into a
single preferred concept for immediate implementation in downtown. This integrated
plan help identify the role of transit in downtown Redmond and the location and types
of transit supportive treatments to be implemented. The plan will be completed in
late spring 2002 and will include conceptual engineering for many key corridors in
downtown Redmond.

* The Cities of Bellevue and Redmond are jointly conducting the BROTS
Implementation North/South Corridor Study. The intent of the study is to explore a
range of alternatives to address north/south corridor travel between and including
148" Avenue NE and 156™ Avenue NE within the Overlake area. The goals of the
study include identifying projects for immediate implementation that will maintain or
improve traffic operations and person carrying capacity for 148" Avenue NE, north
of Bel-Red Road, as well as maintaining or i groving transit access and reliability in
the Overlake Neighborhood and along the 148" Corridor.
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¢ Extensive Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs are integral
components of both the Translake and I-405 studies. These TDM programs, in
addition to the state’s support of local Commute Trip Reduction efforts, provide
strong demand-side incentives for both existing transit service and futyre BRT
service. Continued support of TDM programs by King County Metro will also be
1mportant to the success of BRT.

7. Would you be willing to allow advertisements at stations to help finance station
development, operation and/or maintenance?

The cities of Bellevue and Redmond are not willing to allow advertisements at bus stops
within their jurisdictions. However, the cities of Bellevue and Redmond are willing to
collaborate on Federal and State grant applications to help finance station development.

8. Would your jurisdiction(s) be willing to support BRT implementation with its
own resources in partnership with King County? What kind of resources (e.g. direct
provision of capital facilities, funds, staff time, facilities maintenance services, etc.)?
Amount(s)?

The two streets that constitute the primary links for the proposed BRT corridor, NE 8th
Street and 156th Avenue NE, have been continually upgraded, expanded, and improved
in the past fifteen years. Sidewalks exist on its entire length, and pedestrian amenities are
in the process of being improved. Capacity and safety improvements on 156th Avenue
NE are underway, and both Redmond and Bellevue are implementing TSP at
intersections along the alignment. Collectively, Redmond and Bellevue have committed
$68 million in improving the proposed BRT corridor and are scheduled to make further
near-term enhancements totaling $7.5 million that would benefit BRT. From the
description provided in King County Metro’s BRT Partner Briefing Materials it is not
clear if additional WSDOT resources would be required for successful BRT
implementation. The BRT proposal does raise a number of issues relating to control and
maintenance of signals, which will need to be negotiated between the effected
jurisdictions.

9. Do you have other comments or information you would like us to know about?

Over the past year, the Bellevue and Redmond City Council’s have been actively
engaged in advocating for significantly expanded transit service for the Eastside. King
County Metro’s recently released Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 2002 to 2007:
Proposed Initiatives takes into account many of the suggestions made by our
Jurisdictions. The aim of these initiatives generally, and the BRT specifically, is to direct
additional new transit hours to urban centers and activity centers within the Eastside by
providing urban service levels that support our growing communities. Overall, the level
of investment in the Bellevue-Redmond corridor proposed for the BRT is consistent with
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that what both jurisdictions are seeking in the way of service investments through 2007
Furthermore, both jurisdictions recognize that implementation of this service
enhancement is founded on the premise that a multi-agency partnership is being formed
to ensure the success of the BRT corridor effort.

Charles Mosher osemarie Jves
Mayor, City of Bellevue Mayor, City of Redmond
Charles Howard

Director, Planning and Policy Office
Washington State Department of Transportation

Enclosure: Evaluation Report of King County Metro BRT Partnership Proposal
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City of Tukwila

0200 Southcenter Boulevard » Tukwila, Washington 98188 Steven M. Mullet, Mayor

January 3, 2002

Mr. Jim Jacobson, Manager
Service Development Section
King County Metro Transit
King Street Center

201 South Jackson Street
Mail Stop KSC-TR-0426
Seattle, WA 98104-3856

Re: King County Metro Six-Year Transit Development Plan
Dear Mr. Jacobson:

Your staff is to be commended for their effort in educating us regarding Metro’s proposals for transit
development over the next six years within South King County. It is heartening to see your gains in
ridership and the hard-earned recognition you are receiving for Metro’s partnering efforts.

We note your updated six-year plan proposes to dedicate 25% of all new resources toward increasing
service to the peak period ridership and another 50% of the new resources to improving the core network
of existing transit service. While 75% of new resources will improve service to existing markets, the
remaining 25% will provide little for responding to the growing needs of local communities.

The City of Tukwila is very excited about your proposal to add a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) route to South
King County and we wholeheartedly endorse your effort. We are, however, concerned that the cost of the
new service would come from a “restructuring” of existing service and the aforementioned expected new
resources that would be used to support local communities. When one considers that the local
communities are betng asked to fund route improvements and to also pay for the new service, we are
concerned that you may not receive all of the support necessary to make this a success for the community
and Metro.

With these concerns in mind, we are pleased that Metro is-open to the idea-of funding.the BRT for a
period of years. This will provide an opportunity for BRT to become a permanent success story and

allow sufficient time for the local communities to fully endorse the concept, not only in South King
County, but throughout King County as well.

Sincerely,

giwu W WA

Steven M. Mullet
Mayor

SMM/so
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25 W MAIN ST * AUBURN, WA * 98001-4998

January 3, 2002

VICTOR OBESO

K C METRO SERVICE IMPLEMENTATION
201 SJACKSON ST MS KSC TR 0422
SEATTLE WA 98104-3856

RE:  King County Metro Six-Year Plan for 2002-2007: Proposed Initiatives
Dear Mr. Obeso:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on Metro’s Six-Year Plan for 2002-2007.
Auburn has benefited from the changes made with the implementation of the last Metro Six
Year Plan. Our community is now served by Routes 185, 186 and 151, offering reliable
scheduled circulator bus service to local neighborhoods. These routes are also well designed
to provide reliable future connectivity to Auburn’s new regional transit center.

Likewise, the core service Route 181 provides reliable cross-town, east-west service to
Federal Way, downtown Aubum and Green River Community College. As an east-west route
in a predominantly north-south system, this route is well patronized. Even with significant
increases in service hours, productivity on the route has increased at a faster rate and is now
holding steady at a healthy 26 to 27 riders per hour.

As it relates to the current plan, Auburn has several comments and recommendations:
Service Investment

Maintain your investment in the provision of local circulator bus services in our
community. This service provides a reliable local connection to regional transit services,
mitigates SOV impacts in our community and provides a public service safety net for intra
community travel. Auburn has always hosted a population that is more transit dependent than
the average for King County. With recent regionai economic declines, it is very iikely ihat
transit dependency in our community will increase in the near term.

Implement service enhancements to the Route 181. The Six-Year Plan for 2002-2007
offers contradictory information about this important core route. On page 21 the report lists
this alignment as a priority core service investment with 30-minute service all day. Likewise,
on page 31 the document highlights increased evening service on this route as a potential
priority identified from community feedback. Yet on page 34 the chart showing target service
levels reveals a 2001 target frequency of half hour service all day while the new 2007 target
frequency for the route is inexplicably listed as 40 minutes in the am/pm peak, 30 minutes
midday and 60 minutes in the evening. Auburn supports revision of the document to reflect a
commitment to 30-minute frequency all day, including evenings on this route.

Provide a balanced system. Focus on Local Community Services, Core Services and
Innovation. It is clear that Metro intends to invest heavily in services to existing core markets
with significantly less new resources allocated to local community service. While core service
innovations such as Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) offer promise to increase market share, Metro’s
mvestment in BRT should not come at the expense of local services. With the advent of
Sound Transit, designed to link the region with core services, it is our thought that one of

Telephone: 253.931.3000
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Metro’s key roles should be to provide enhanced local service connecting communities to the fegional system. This
concept could be better expressed throughout the plan. .

Where Sound Transit service is not available or where the market will support more service, we feel Metro should
also provide enhanced services in anticipation of new ridership, not just in response to previous trends. Enhancing
core connections between Auburn and Enumclaw, for example, would feed passengers to Sound Transit and other
Metro routes terminating in Auburn. This could help mitigate rapidly growing SOV demand and congestion on SR
164, improve air quality and reduce the impact of the SOV on the intervening rural areas of South King County.
The route (152/915) isn’t identified for improvements and operates on 90-minute headways midday. Half hourly
headways would make the route attractive, and hourly headways should be offered midday at a minimum.

The revised system should also include innovative connections such as community vans hubbed at park.and rides
and transit centers. These could provide seamless, transit connections from regional transit hubs to and from local
employers and areas of the community where fixed route bus would not be feasible or cost effective. Such
connections are hinted at on page 35, but no explanation is offered as to what might be provided, how they might
work or which communities would benefit.

Capital Investment

The plan for a South County maintenance base is a welcome addition. The creation of the base will minimize
deadhead time, making better use of driver time and making the routes serving the South County more productive
and cost effective when judged on a platform hour basis.

Summary

In summary, the transportation challenges facing the region and the long lead times and very high costs necessary
to address the problem with roads, make your service more valuable now than at any time in the region’s history.
We believe that the plan needs to be enhanced through a greater effort to do the difficult, but necessary, job of
getting people fo core services in outlying communities. The plan should more clearly identify the range of
challenges local communities are trying to address, and discuss in greater detail the innovative transit solutions
available to meet those challenges. It should recommend a broader range of solutions and identify the funding
needed to get there. We would welcome a leadership role for Metro in this endeavor.

Sincereily,

Peter B. Lewis
Mayor

PBLMW/bd

cc: Ron Sims, County Executive
Auburn City Council
Paul Toliver, Director, Department of Transportation
File: 20.5.5
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UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

Office of the Executive Vice President

1l January 10, 2002

Mr. Rick Walsh

General Manager )
King County Metro Transit .
M.S. KSC-TR -0415

201 South Jackson Street

Seattle, WA 98104-3856

Dear Rick,

The University of Washington has facilities throughout the Puget Sound
Region, with primary locations are in Seattle’s University District and First Hill,
and in Bothell and Tacoma. These facilities are destinations for employees,
students, patients and visitors from the entire Puget Sound region. The University
values the transit service that Metro provides to its facilities. Through our
paitnership with King County and other transit agencies, and through our
transportation demand management actions, the University has been successful in
providing alternatives to driving alone. We hope to continue our cooperation with
the County to provide better access for the people living in the Puget Sound
region to the state's premier higher educational institution.

The U District is the largest of these destinations, with over 50,000
students, staff and faculty and several thousand visitors and patients each business
day. The U District is the second largest transit market in the State. While some -
‘people traveling to the U District live in close proximity, others come from all
comers of the Puget Sound region. Many students live on or adjacent to campus.
However, half of students commute from their homes rather than moving to live
on or near the University. Good transit access makes it possible for students,
employees and visitors to travel from all areas of the Puget Sound region to the
University.

Harborview Medical Center, located on First Hill, has some 3,000

employees and over 1,000 visitors each business day. First Hill is a major transit
destination. Employees of HMC rely on transit service to get them to and from
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King County Metro Transit
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work. Transit also provides access for patients and visitors of the Harborview
Medical Center.

s
€

The University of Washington Bothell, which opened its new campus in
the autumn 2000, and the University of Washington Tacoma are emerging transit
destinations. With the extension of the U-PASS and Flex pass programs
respectively to those locations, we expect transit to become an increasingly
important means of accessing those facilities for employees, students and the
public.

I have taken this opportunity to identify some key transit issues for the
University in hopes these comments will be useful as the Six Year Transit
Development Plan for 2002 to 2007: Proposed Initiatives, Fall 2001 is finalized.
The comments are listed in the same order as found in the document. ’

"Transit Supportive Areas"

The University appreciates the County's recognition that Transit
Supportive Areas are important to the success of transit service. We support
resource allocation decisions that take into account the actions of local
jurisdictions and agencies to make their areas more transit friendly. In addition to
land use actions and speed and reliability improvements, local jurisdictions and
agencies may take other steps to make transit more effective. Critical are
decisions that affect the direct cost of parking to auto drivers. Much of the
University's success in limiting vehicle trips is attributable to making parking
relatively more expensive than transit. Local jurisdiction and County action to

~ make parking more expensive relative to transit is probably the single most
- effective way-to-increase-transit-use. Decisions-on the part-of local jurisdictions

and the County to designate right-of-way for free unrestricted parking makes car
ownership more attractive relative to transit. We urge the County to consider
transit supportive actions broadly as it makes resource allocation decisions so as
to better identify conditions where transit will succeed.

“Improving Core and Initiating BRT"

The University supports County initiatives to improve “core transit
service”. We of course place particular value on core service to and from our
facilities. Because the U District is the second largest transit market in King
County, service improvements to and from the U District in key corridors should
be given particular attention. Access to the Harborview Medical Center also
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warrants a high degree of attention as it draws large numbers of patients, visitors
and employees from all parts of the Puget Sound region.

The Plan identifies several core services that serve the U District as "core
service inifiatives priority corridors" while it omits others. As noted below, core
service between the U District and Loyal Heights, Ballard, Woodinville and
Northgate are important connections to other regional destinations and should
continue to be identified as-priorities in the Plan. For the same reasons, we
believe that service between downtown Bellevue to the U District should be
identified for core service improvements and be given a high priority.

The Montlake Flyer stop is by far the most heavily used of all the
expressway stops -- nearly double the activity of the flyer stop with the next
highest activity. We believe that the fact that people are willing to walk between
five and 15 minutes to University destinations, or wait for a transfer, indicates that
there remains a strong untapped market for transit from east King County directly
to the U District. Improvements to the Bellevue-U District corridor, as well as
consideration of other direct connections from the east side to the U District,
should be considered in the Plan.

The University supports the concept of Bus Rapid Transit in that it
improves the speed and reliability of transit services. However, investments in
routes designated as BRT must not detract from improvements in other core
corridors. Rather than concentrating BRT improvements on isolated corridors,
the County should increase frequencies and make attendant capital improvements
such as signal priority, stop consolidation, queue bypasses and dedicated arterial
HOV lanes in a number of key core routes.

- -—---—The‘County has-identified the express service between the U Districtand———
Downtown as warranting priority for additional service. A comparatively small
University population is thought to travel on this corridor on route to and from
their homes. Given the already high level of service in the corridor, considering
the limited resources available for core improvements in the Plan, additional
service is of lower priority to the University than adding services in the other
identified corridors. '

‘Finally, the University supports the proposed improvement of core service
between the Seattle Central Business District and the Central Area, via first hill.
As noted below, improvements to this corridor will provide essential connections
from the downtown service to the Harborview Medical Center.

- X7/ -



Mr. Rick Walsh

King County Metro Transit
January 10, 2002

Page 4

"Connecting with Sound Transit"

The UnNcrsify supports proposals to improve service between U District .
and the Northshore area though SR 522 corridor service consolidation. In
particular, providing improved weekday span of service between the U District
and the UW Bothell campus will be of great benefit to the University. In addition
to improving service from Woodinville, Bothell, Kenmore and Lake Forest Park,
improvement in service to Lake City provides access to a key connection in the
NE Seattle service network. However, we hope that our experience with
consolidation in the Redmond-U District corridor will not be repeated; while
service frequencies and span were increased, service consolidation resulted in -
longer travel times from Redmond to the U District. We support speed and .
reliability improvements in the SR 522 corridor contemporary with consolidation
to prevent longer travel times. We hope the County and Sound Transit will take
other actions to decrease the travel time in the Redmond-U District corridor.

Establishment of ST 555 illustrates a missed opportunity in route
consolidation. Rather than bypassing the University, ST 555 should serve the U .
District and either connect with U District to Northgate Metro service or be
consolidated in this corridor. It makes little sense to bypass the established U
District destination and run nearly empty busses to Northgate. With attendant
speed and reliability improvements in the Montlake Boulevard, Pacific Street,
15th Ave and 45th street corridor, described below, County and Sound Transit
resources can be put to better use.

~ Most transit riders traveling between South County and the U District
transfer downtown to tunnel service. Because tunnel service will be disrupted

during light rail construction;-we are-concerned -about-increased-travel time for—
those making this connection. The County and Sound Transit should take actions
that will avoid increasing travel times from the South County, perhaps by
increasing direct bus service between South County and South Puget Sound and
the U District and by delaying route consolidations in the Sounder corridor untii
the tunnel reopens to bus service.

Finally, the University supports the improvement of connecting service
between the Seattle Central business district and the Central Area, via First Hill.
Improvements to this corridor will provide essential connections from the
downtown service to the Harborview Medical Center.
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"System Integration and Access"

The County's sérvice concept change in 1995 from a “one seat” toa
“multi-destinational” network requires that key corridors be frequent and reliable
so that connecting service becomes less burdensome to travelers. The University
population living in the area north of Greenwood to Shoreline is particularly
dependent on transit that is reliable because of the limited direct service between
the U District and that area. The route 48 corridor provides an important link for
those traveling between the area north of Greenwood to Shoreline and the U
District. In addition to one-seat service from Loyal Heights, Crown Hill,
Greenwood, Greenlake and Roosevelt, route 48 provides a key connection
opportunity for those traveling from the area traveling on north-south service.
Similarly, because much area service is oriented to Northgate, the connections
between Northgate and the U District are critical. The University supports
County actions that improve the speed and reliability of service between the area
north of Greenwood to Shoreline to the U District.

“Transit Speed and Reliability"

As indicated repeatedly above, the University believes that actions to
increase transit speed and reliability are essential to making transit more
attractive. Some of the overloads that riders to and from the U District experience
result form irregular bus travel time resulting from traffic congestion. In the
interest of smoothing loads and better utilizing existing service hours, we favor
facility improvements to make transit more predictable and reliable. In addition to
improvements in corridors between the U District and Bellevue, Bothell,
Northgate and Loyal Heights, the University believes speed and reliability
- improvements-between the U District-and Ballard-and Columbia City.are needed. .

We support County actions in transit signal priorities, queue jumps, bus stop
consolidation and exclusive bus lanes, restricting on street parking and, when
appropriate, establishing arterial HOV lanes. In particular and on a more local
level, transit queue jumps, signal timing and transit priority improvements for the
corridor from SR 520 to I-5 through the Montlake Boulevard, Pacific Street, 15th
Ave and 45th street corridor will provide travel time and reliability benefits to
transit users from all parts of the County.

"Transit Fleet Procurement”
The University supports County actions to convert the diesel fleet to low-

sulfur diesel fuel. In addition, we hope the County considers actions to decrease
noise generated by its fleet. Finally, we would suggest that the County take steps
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Mr. Rick Walsh

King County Metro Transit

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Six year Trans1t
Development Plan. We appreciate the access to the University that excellent
transit service provides to the people living in the Puget Sound region.

Sincerely,

January 10, 2002
Page 6

to increase its average coach size by procuring additional articulated coaches and
by purchasmg even larger coaches in high ndershlp corridors.

P

Weldon Ihrig

Executive Vice President

Maggi Fimia, King County Council

Larry Gossett, King County Council

Agnes Govern, Sound Transit

Jane Hague, King County Council

David Irons, King County Council

Louise Miller, King County Council

Dwight Pelz, King County Council

Rob McKenna, King County Council

Greg Nickels, King County Council

Julia Patterson, King County Council

Larry Phillips, King County Council

Kent Pullen, King County Council :
..Susan-Sanchez, Cityof Seattle_... .. ... __ _ _

Cynthia Sullivan, King County Council
Pete von Reichbauer, King County Council
Gerry Wilhelm, City of Seattle
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B’ South County Area Transportation Board

' MS: KSC-TR-0814
201 South Jackson Street

Seattle, WA 98104-3856

Phone: (206) 263-4645 Fax: (206) 684-2111

Yanuary 25, 2002

Paul Toliver

Director

Department of Transportation
King Street Center

201 South Jackson Street
Seattle, WA 98104-3856

The Honorable Ron Sims
King County Executive

400 King County Courthouse
516 Third Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Executive Sims and Mr. Toliver:

This letter is to inform you of SCATBd’s Proposed Inltlauves for the Six- Year Transit
Development Plan for 2002 to 2007. The South County Area Transportation Board (SCATBd)

_ was provided with a presentation on the document titled “Six Year Transit Development Plan for
2002 to 2007: Proposed Initiatives” (the Plan) at its November 20th meeting and would like to
provide its comments to the Department of Transportation and the Executive in this letter. While
the Plan provided limited specifics, and we had only a brief period in which to ask questlons we
will offer the following observations.

Summary

The plan needs extensive reworkmg to provide a fa1rer lcvcl of service to all of the suburbs. -

*In general the suburbs are not served fairly at this time;. due to historically nonexistent service
levels there and an ongomg unwxllmgness to direct new service primarily to the under-served
areas.

« All of the suburbs need to be provided wnh a reasonable level of transxt service bccause they
pay for it. :

» Service beyond those reasonable levels should be provided based on its cost-benefit ratio in
the broader, societal-scale context, rather than solely within the Metro transit farebox-recovery
context. This entails using measures of vehicle mile reduction, capacity utilization, and
subsidized cost per passenger mile as much or more than number of boardings per hour, to
increase the efficiency of total region-wide transportation spending for all modes.

Algona » Auburn « Black Diamond ¢ Burien » Covington + Des Moines * Enumclaw ¢ Federal Way ¢ Kent » King County » Maple Valley « Milton
~ Normandy Park « Pacific * Reaton * SeaTac Tukwila » Pierce Transit » Port of Seattle » Sound Transit « Transportation Improverent Board Puget Sound
Regional Council » Washington State Department of Transportation
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* Schedule maintenance is an annually compounding service subsidy. It should be considered
as a portion of new subsidy, to be distributed according to subarea equity rules as they exist or |
are amended in the future. _ )

» Because Metro hasn’t built a bus base centered in the South subarea, the use of the platform-
hour basis for distribution of new service subsidy is unfair to South King County citizens. New
subsidy should be measured based on revenue hours provided. : g

. * Growth should be rewarded with service in all areas where it has occuired, not where it is
projected or speculated to occur, and it should be rewarded to the extent the individuals
constituting that growth will ride the bus.

* Growth of number of dwelling units, number of persons, and number of jobs are each

 different. Please note the first two are frequently markedly different from one another. The
bottom line must be capacity utilization of available bus resources. * Provide buses where
people will ride them. Please remember if no bus is provided, no one can ride it.

* Work extensively with all subarea groups. Please be careful not to imply acceptance or
approval of the plan by groups, which haven’t done so.-

Specifics

1. Sufficiently detailed information to allow evaluation of the plan is lacking. For example,
on page 34 is a listing of Core Service Connections with 2007 Target Service Levels. The
discussion on page 33 states that the Target Service Levels are based on perceived ridership
potential, and that those targets are not all achievable within projected available revenue.

Which targets are proposed to be met, and which aren’t? If the Plan’s intent is to list the options,
then the quantities of new hours required to achieve the individual connections should be listed
so Plan reviewers can understand the tradeoffs. The final plan to be approved by the Council and
Executive should specify which targets are to be met with projected revenue rather than '
providing a wish list for future interpretation and dispute.

“In response to SCATBd member questions, Metro staff indicated at the November 20th
presentation that 50 percent of the system-wide core connection improvement hours are
dedicated to the South Subarea. This sort of specific data should be in the Plan. Likewise, = . -
please review the Plan for accuracy of implications of its statements. On page 18 the plan states
that downtown Bellevue has accommodated a “large” share of Bellevue’s growth in the last
decade, but U.S. Census data provided by Regional Transit Committee staff indicates that half of

- the 25 percent population growth in Bellevue during that time was from annexations, which of

course didn’t occur in downtown. How large is “large™? Please use specifics.

2. The City of Seattle has far more than its share of Metro’s service already, with 2.3 times the
per capita service hours provided to the suburbs; it’s time for a near-moratorium on new $ervice
there until the suburbs have significantly increased service levels. The framework of the plan:
appears to be based on a continuation of severe inequity of service among Metro subareas.”
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3. The Plan’s basis for planning use of future resources is flawed. Resources should
“provide for balancing three goals:
(1) Transit-dependent persons who have no altematlves should be provided for;
(2) Substantial equity of resource access and use among other citizens and among subareas
- should be provided; and
(3) Resources should be used as efficiently and cost—effectwely as possible to reduce total
societal costs of transportation.

Instead, the Plan prdvides for growth of the system without reference to measues of current
performance which determine the true cost-¢ffectiveness of service, such as capacity utilization,
and with little regard for equity among Metro subareas and their citizens. Rather, mention is -
made at the end of the Plan only, about which performance measures will be used in measurmg
the outcomes of the Plan’s implementation.

As noted.in the Plan, the Long Range Policy Framework ObjeCthCS (LRPO) support increased-
market share for transit. The Plan’s interpretation of measuring market share is number of trips,
without regard for the varying value of those trips based on length of trip or time willingly
expended by a rider in taking the trip. This goal has tended to encourage the provision of shorter,
lower-cost trips by Metro at the expense of longer trips which are generally of a higher societal
benefit by virtue of reducmg the need for expensive new single-occupant vehicle lane miles.

4. The Plan makes no mention of reallocating existing resources among subareas, and deals . -
solely with new resources projected to become available due pnmanly to the effects of economic.
growth and inflation on the system’s sales tax revenue.

We do not seek to disrupt Seattle’s transportation system due to a reduction of service hours
within the West Subarea. However, given the fact there are more riders on the average bus m the
South Subarea than the West Subarea (15.2 vs. 12.0, respectively), it is clear:there should be less
frequent service on some routes at some times within the West Subarea,-and a reallocation of -
those resources to other subareas is warranted

For example, reductlon of frequency of one route from 10—mmute to 15—mmute headway
provides enough service hours to improve two hourly routes to 30-minute headway, given smular
route time lengths. We would argue that unless the buses are full, 15-minute headway is
adequate service levels for nearly any urban area. ‘

Reallocation of service is particularly warranted since Seattle’s current level of annual transit
subsidy is about $185 per capita versus the suburban transit subsidy level of $91 per capita. All
sales tax payers in King County on a-substantially equal basis contribute these dollars per capita.
The suburbs are entitled to a fairer distribution of subsidy. The fact that Seattle continues to-
receive 60% of system-wide schedule maintenance hours, which are not considered as subsidy by
Metro, concemns us as well. The annual incréase of 0.5% of all service hours which is allotted to
schedule maintenance means that about 21% of the new service hours provided over the Plan’s.
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six years will be schedule maintenance hours which accrue mostly to Seattle without inclusion in
the subsidy equation.

S." Fewer citizens take the bus in the South and East Subareas than in the West Subarea
substantially because there is much less service, only about 43% as much Service per capita, to be
exact. The proposed Plan takes timid and inadequate steps to correct this imbalance for all
suburban communities except Bellevue. :

The inequity of service between the subareas is an artifact of a past era when almost all bus .
service was in the City of Seattle. The current size of the inequity has no inherent justification . ~
based on efficient use of public transportation resources: The average bus rider’s trip length in
the West Subarea is 3.1 miles, so there are many trips, which are less than 2 miles. Many or

most of these trips could be walked or bicycled. While Seattle’s current density and reliance on
transit is reason to maintain some of the current inequity in service over the shorter term, it

should be reduced markedly. :

6. Achieving maximum efficiency in using public dollars is of great importance in these.
times. A chief measure of effectiveness of public dollars spent on transportation -should be rider
hours per revenue hour, which is equivalent to seating capacity usage on the bus. Limiting the
definition of service effectiveness solely to the number of riders boarding the bus per hour, or
“service efficiency” as it is called by Metro, as is currently the case, overlooks the fact that we as
a society valué a longer trip more highly than a shorter trip. Time is the truly limited commodity
of our citizenry. If significant numbers of persons are willing to spend their limited time sitting -
on the bus, we should provide a bus for them to ride.

7. The Plan (and all other significant plan documents to follow) needs to contain a glossary
with precise definitions of terms, especially metric terms such as ridership, service level, capacity
utilization, and service efficiency. This is especially important given that the plan is to be
understood and evaluated by citizens and diverse policy makers without a formal working
knowledge of transit planning metrics. :

8. The goal of supporting areas “that are achieving sufficient population and employment
densities to generate higher ridership and-support more frequent service” (Plan, p. 1) should be
secondary to supporting areas where riders are actually willing to spend their time on the bus.
The provision of very frequent service to downtown Bellevue because the density has driven car
parking prices up (one of the reasons Metro staff mentioned in their presentation to SCATBA)
makes no sense if persons i the area continue to use the bus in very limited numbers.

9. The statement in paragraph one of the Plan that population and employment growth will
shape public transportation decisions seems at odds with the facts of population, employment
growth, and the proposed division of new service as well as the continued inequitable allocation:
of existing service. Provision of 40% of new service to the East Subarea, targeted quite heavily
toward central Bellevue, might make sense if the South Subarea was equally served on a per
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capita basis with 51 percent of new service, if both had an equi'valent growth rate, or if both -

* subareas’ occupants used transit in similar frequency. Given the facts that Kent and Federal Way
outstripped Bellevue significantly over the 1998-2000 in expected trip growth (see attached
chart), Auburn matched it, and the average South Subarea bus has 40% more riders on board than
the average East Subarea bus, the South is getting too little new service.

10. While the concept of splitting new service hours between peak, core, and local service in
the ratios provided for by the Plan seems reasonable, some South Subarea cities may well feel
‘that 25% is too low a percentage to spend on local service. Inherent in this observation is the fact
that suburban service, which is labeled as local by virtue of its serving only one or two medium- -
sized cities (and in areas without very high densities), may travel similar or greater distances as-
service which is considered core service in the West Subarea. Core service in the suburbs is
frequently defined or considered to be that which runs (for example) to downtown Seattle or
around Lake Washington to Bellevue. As you know, the suburban cities in South King County
have their own retail, office, and manufacturing employment centers, community colleges,
schools, courts, libraries, municipal services buildings, etc., as well as multimodal transportation
nodes such as park and rides and train stations. Service within the suburbs which provides
transport for three-mile trips (the average length of West Subarea trips) is considered by many of
us in South King County to be core service, not local service, by virtue of its importance in our
lives. If our teenage children are to learn that transit is an option for-a two- or three-mile trip,
provision of adequate service for the short trips they make is essential. The alternative is a future
where the suburbs continue to absorb nearly all of our society’s transportation resources for less
cost-effective transportation modes.

11. We understand from Metro staff ’s presentation that 50 percent of the system-wide
180,000 new hours for core service are proposed for the South Subarea, and that 70,000 of those
90,000 hours would be required to provide Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) service on SR 99 in the

" South. Some South subarea cities are concerned about this because it leaves only 20,000 hours
for improving core service elsewhere. Other South subarea cities are seriously looking into the'
proposal as a good way to greatly improve transit travel on SR 99. Perhaps a 15-minute '
headway, which would use less than 50,000 hours, would be adequate for BRT on SR 99. It is. -
c¢lear that our subarea’s cities need to consider the BRT proposal more as a group

12. We object to distributing local service, or any service, between subareas based on
projected 2010 population, because the 2000 census will be far more accurate during the next six
years: Additionally, Transit’s map of Transit-Supportive Areas (TSAs) shows numerous
developed South King County areas as being non-supportiveeven though they meet the TSA
criteria. Please use census figures only for this six-year plan.

13. We think the Plan’s statement (p.30) that “Throughout the development of this plan,
Metro has worked extensxvely with groups of elected officials from each subarea,” citing-
SCATBA as one of those groups, provides a false impression that SCATBd has been sxgmﬁcantly
~ involved in development of the Plan. It also implies that SCATBd’s concermns have been
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responded to. Please remove this statement and similar language from the Plan and related future
documents. SCATBd has been provided with several presentations on the plan but has in no way
been worked with extensively in its development, nor has the sense of SCATBd elected official
comments been particularly incorporated into the Plan. A fairer share of system service hours
would be evidence we had been listened to. '

12.  Schedule maintenance hours should be considered part of new subsidy rather than
existing subsidy because they increase existing subsidy hours. Schedule maintenance hours are
- projected fo exceed 21 percent of new service hours over the six years of the Plan, yetarenot™
allocated by subarea equity formulas nor recorded as a contribution to a subarea’s service. The -
West Subarea can be expected to receive about 62% of these hours (following the adjustment of
existing two-subarea service to a 50-50 split). Consequently, Seattle’s apparent reduction in .. )
share of new hours of bus service from the past plan’s 36% to 20% (Plan, p. 49) is more
accurately a reduction from 36% to 29%. The South’s share will be about 36% and the East’s
share about 35%, rather than the 40% figures in the Plan.

15. 1t’s time that the distribution of subsidy be based on revenue hours rather than platform
hours as is currently the case. The South Subarea is significantly penalized because there is no
bus base centrally located.in the subarea. We realize one is Pplanned for completion in 2012, but
~ the time to provide some equity in this matter is now. '

16. Errata noted in the Plan include a missin g date for peak service implementation (p- 45)
and the statement that low-sulfur diesel fuel conversion will result in no reduction in fuel
economy (p. 43). It’s our understanding that fuel consumption per mile may remain unchanged,
but that the cost of the low sulfur fuel is 20 percent more than existing fuel, so fuel economy will
be reduced significantly. ‘We further understand that capital costs of the conversion will be paid
for out of operations funding on a non-subarea subsidy basis. As a result the West Subarea will
be receiving 60% of the benefit of this program (by reducing polluting bus hours within its
boundaries) but paying only 36% of the cost. Given the conversion is only legally required on
buses purchased new after 2006, we would sooner see the money spent on service hours in the
- interim years:than on-converting existing buses. :

I7. Accounting for cross-subarea routes with a 50-50 split of hours between subareas, as
proposed by the Plan, could be an excellent step toward equity if any new routes are established. -
However, we are concerned that if a subarea has any authority or political power over
disestablishment or consolidation of an existing cross-subarea route (which in practical terms
almost surely must be the case), the proposed calculation of a new base subsidy total figure for
subareas will effectively give the West Subarea additional subsidy at the expense of the South
and East Subareas. The Plan should specify that in the event of future reduction of hours to any
existing cross-subarea route, those hours are credited solely to the subarea, which was charged
with those hours prior to calculation of the new base.
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Conclusion

As you can see by the above detailed listing of toncerns, we have significant reservations with
the Plan, its direction, and its specifics to the extent they have been provided to us. South King
County subarea residents have made significantly higher usage of the transit capacity provided to
them by Metro than residents of other subareas of the county, with 27% more riders on the
average bus than in the West Subarea and 40% more than in the East Subarea. We feel the Plan
as currently draftcd does not provide adequately or fairly for transit service in South King
County.

We encourage Metro to work extensively with South King County member cities and us in the . "
-future to dcvelop an equitable plan we can support.

Sincerely,

2 7L

Rebecca Clark
Chair, SCATBd
Councilmember, City of Covington

RC:kh
cc: Jay Fossett, Senior Government Relations Advisor, King County Executives Office

George Fleming, Government Relations Liaison, King County Executive’s Office
Victor Obeso, Senior Transit Planner, King County Department of Transportation

—Rf/ -



—2P2 -



4

SRR

\| BEmzqu
< .' DOWNTOWN
‘ ASSOCIATION

January 28, 2002

The Honorable Ron Sims
King County Executive

400 King County Courthouse
516 Third Avenue

Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Executive Sims:

On Behalf of the Board of Directors for the Bellevue Downtown Association and the Bellevue
Chamber of Commerce we are writing to express our support for the draft policies developed by
your Transportation Department that outline the upcoming Six-Year Transit Development Plan
(2002-2007). Over the last decade, downtown Bellevue has evolved into a true urban center,
with a livable mix of workplace, residence and entertainment uses. Further, downtown Bellevue
is viewed as a transportation hub for the greater Eastside. This reality provides the context for
planning future transit service.

@
Not currently addressed in the Draft Plan is an issue that ranks very high among our members: ride-free
bus service within downtown Bellevue. The Chamber and the BDA would like to request one
modification to the Six-Year Transit Development Plan (2002-2007) to address this issue. Our
organizations are quite interested in having the “potential new products and strategies addressing
mobility issues” section of the Six-Year Transit Development Plan (2002-2007) include a
commitment to explore the feasibility of implementing a ride-free area in downtown Bellevue by
2003 or sooner if possible. A ride-free operation has the potential to increase transit ridership
significantly in downtown Bellevue. Further, utilizing regular bus service for intra-downtown
trips would be significantly more cost-effective than operating a dedicated circulator/shuttle
service. This would go a long way to entice individuals to try transit and hopefully make a long-
term commitment to alternate travel modes for the work trip.

We are pleased to see that the Draft Plan begins to address some key obstacles, however we
remain concerned about the issue of equity of service on the Eastside. Bullets 1, 6 and 7 begin to
address these equity concerns, but further progress needs to be made. We are encouraged to see
that the draft plan includes the following seven objectives:

1. Sizable Increase in Transit Hours. The share of the new service hours are allocated to each
“subarea as follows: 40% East; 40% South; and 20% West. It is essential for the Eastside transit
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system to evolve to match the maturing Eastside urban form, especially in downtown Bellevue and
other Eastside activity centers.

. More Park-and-Ride Capacity. 6,000 new Park & Ride patking spaces, half paid for by
Sound Transit. This is a critical initiative since park and ride lots are a key component of the
Eastside transit network. We hear regularly how the Eastside’s lots are overburdened. We’re
hopeful the updated plan will provide greater opportunity for expanded service. Frankly, .
park and ride capacity should be increased on both sides of the lake, in any locations where it
makes sense, especially as traffic volumes shift from a primarily west-bound direction (into
Seattle) to a balanced or slightly Eastside-dominant direction.

Better Transit Frequencies. 15-minute or better commuter bus service between downtown -
Bellevue, Totem Lake, Kirkland, Overlake, Crossroads, Issaquah Highlands, Factoria, and
Eastgate. On the Eastside, and Bellevue in particular, there is a clear need to evolve the transit
system from a commuter orientation focused on Seattle toward a system that makes transit a viable
mobility option for all-day local service connections on the Eastside.

Better Transit Coverage. More frequent all-day service to help commuters in Bellevue, including
the Lake Hills residential area, Northup Way, 112th Avenue Southeast, 116th Avenue Northeast
and Bellevue-Redmond Road. Metro’s Six-Year Plan appears to link the City’s neighborhoods,
activity centers, and Downtown with each other and with other Eastside centers in the region; we
applaud these effort:

- A More Dependable Bus System. Metro is proposing to implement one BRT starter line in
2005 to be selected from three candidate corridors. The aim of Eastside Bus Rapid Transit
initiative is to direct additional transit hours to activity centers within the Eastside by
providing urban service levels that support our growing communities. Overall, the level of
investment in the Bellevue-Redmond corridor proposed for the BRT appears to be consistent
with what we understand Bellevue and Redmond are seeking in the way of service
investments through 2007.

Cross Lake/Cross Subarea Cost Sharing. It appears that new hours serving two-way (bi-
directional trips across subareas) would be subject to a 50/50 cost split. We’re encouraged that the
Proposed Initiatives call for a more balanced allocation of service responsibilities to account for
routes that link multiple subareas.

Method for Tracking Allocation. All existing and new services would be measured and tracked
based on transit hours, not subsidy. This is a significant “house-keeping” matter Bellevue has been
promoting to simplify the allocation method and better track where service goes. After learning
more about this housekeeping measure, we are very ericouraged that the Proposed Initiatives call
for more accurate resource accounting procedures. '

Thank you for the opportunity to share with you our concerns and suggestions. We look forward
to continued dialogue on these matters.

Sincerely,

~REY ~



Joan Wallace ‘ ) Suzanne Baugh
Chair, Board of Directors T Chair, Board of Directors
Bellevue Chamber of Comumerce Bellevue Downtown Association
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
21650 11TH AVENUE SOUTH
DES MOINES, WASHINGTON 98198-6317
(206) 870-6522 FAX: (206) 870-6596 .

Gty of Des Moines

January 30, 2002

Mr. Jim Jacobson, Manager Mr. Victor Obeso, Sr. Transit Planner
Service Development Section Transportation

King County Metro Transit King County Metro Transit

King Street Center ' King Street Center

201 South Jackson Street 201 South Jackson Street

Mail Stop KSC-TR-0426 Mail Stop KSC-TR-0422

Seattle WA 98104-3856 Seattle WA 98104-3856 -

Gentlemen:

Re: Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)

We appreciate your efforts to include cities in the preparation of your new Six-Year Plan
for Public Transportation. Your presentations at our South County Area Transportation
Board and Technical Advisory Committee meetings, and other meetings, have been
extremely helpful.

We are writing to express the City of Des Moines’ interest in the Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT) element of the Six-Year Plan. We believe the South SR 99 corridor route would
be an excellent location for BRT implementation. The citizens of Des Moines would
“benefit greatly from the convenient and reliable service between our South County
neighbors.  Furthermore, Highline Community College is along the route and is
supportive of the BRT concept and pleased with the benefits it will provide to their
students and staff.

The City is already partnering with King County to provide improvements that will
contribute significantly toward the success of BRT. Most of these improvements wiill be
constructed during our Pacific Highway South Redevelopment Project. The project
constructs a new 14-foot wide HOV (high occupancy vehicle) lane in each direction. It
also provides new sidewalks, pedestrian and street illumination, improved pedestrian
crossings, and revised channelization at intersections to improve traffic flow. Traffic
flow will also be improved by the replacement of the existing two-way left turn lane with
a landscaped median (thus restricting left turn movements to limited locations). Three
additional traffic signals will be installed, and new signal equipment will be installed at
the existing signal locations. All signals will be interconnected and outfitted with Metro’s
transit signal priority equipment. The project also installs new bus stop facilities.
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- The Pacific - Highway South Redevelopment Project is currently nearing design
completion. The City is now in the process of purchasing the necessary right of way to
facilitate the new lanes and sidewalks. The City also recently completed a project
adding sidewalks on South 216™ Street adjacent to SR 99, and has plans to continue
the sidewalks down to Marine View Drive. The City is currently designing a similar
pr(t)gect to add a sidewalk to Kent-Des Moines Road between 16" Avenue South and
24" Avenue South, with hopes of connecting to SR 99 in the future. ‘

The City has rezoned the area around SR 99 in Des Moines. The vision for this new
“Pacific Ridge” zone includes tall buildings serving both pedestrians and motorists with
“people-oriented” activities such as employment centers, indoor retail and much higher
density multi-family developments.  Additionally, business park development is
expected just off of SR 99 at South 216™ Street and 24™ Avenue South (in the Port buy-
out area) in the future. The City is also currently in the process of constructing a new
sports park near this same intersection. Occasionally, this sports park may attract
regional traffic. Bus Rapid Transit would help support all of these infrastructure
changes.

These improvements to safety, traffic flow and pedestrian facilities, as well as the
anticipated higher density due to development; the presence of Highline Community
College, and the City’s upcoming projects will help to ensure that the BRT goals of
speed, reliability and ridership are met.

The City of Des Moines looks forward to partnering with King County and Metro in the

future to make BRT a success. Any further questions or input can be referred to Maiya
Andrews at (206) 870-6523. '

yrem
Timothy C7 Heydon, P.
Public Works Director

cc: Mr. Robert Olander, City Manager
Ms. Maiya Andrews, Asst. City Engineer
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to the

Regional Transit System Plan
Final Environmental Impact Statement

Six-Year Transit Development Plan
for 2002-2007

February 6, 2002

King County Department of Transportation
Transit Division
201 South Jackson Street
Seattle, Washington 98104-3856

- 289 -



Prepared in compliance with the State Environmental Policy Act (RCA 43.21 C) and
Chapter 20.44 of the King County Code.

Produced by Design and Construction
(206) 684-1166

This information is available on request in accessible formats for people with disabilities
by calling (206) 684-2046 (voice) or (206) 689-3413 (TTY).
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FACT SHEET

Addendum to: Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), Regional Transit System Plan.
The Regional Transit System Plan FEIS was issued by the Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle
(Metro) in March 1993 following the provisions of the Washington State Environmental Policy
Act (SEPA) under Chapter 43.21C, Revised Code of Washington (RCW).and Metro Resolutions
4480 and 4925 implementing SEPA in Metro procedures. The Regional Transit System Plan
FEIS was adopted by Metro in September 1993 as appropriate environmental review for an
amendment to Metro’s Comprehensive Plan for Public Transportation, published as the Long
Range Policy Framework for Public Transportation (October 1993), under the same RCW and
Metro resolutions. This addendum is prepared and issued under King County Resolution 6714.

Name of Proposal: Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 2002-2007 (the Six-Year Plan).

Nature of Proposal: The Six-Year Plan sets forth objectives and strategies for transit,
paratransit, rideshare services and supporting capital facilities in King County, and establishes
the policy basis on which annual operatirig and capital program decisions are made through the
year 2007. The transit investments identified and prioritized in the plan focus on congestion
relief and improved mobility. To that end, the plan outlines twenty-six strategies in the
following categories: management, service, capital, implementation and financial.. Those
strategies are in accordance with the following objectives:

* Increase Efficiency- Provide the most efficient and effective services and facilities possible
within available resources.

* Support Growth Management Plans - Support local and regional growth management plans
and policies. Within each subarea, focus new and existing services and facilities to support
targeted land use concentrations identified in local comprehensive and regional plans and
within the urbanized growth area of King County.

* Increase Market Share - Increase the portion of trips by people using transit and ridesharing
within King County.

* Increase Mobility - Improve transit access to jobs and other activities. Increase travel
opportunities on public transportation by developing a range of integrated and
complementary services and facilities, and making the system easier to use and understand.

The Six-Year Plan constitutes Metro’s six-year transit development and financial program, in
compliance with existing requirements of state law (RCW 35-58.2795 incorporated into
Establishment Ordinance 11032). All elements of the plan are within the scope of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), Regional Transit System Plan issued by the
Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle (Metro) in March 1993.
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Proponent/Lead Agency: King County Department of Transportation
Transit Division (Metro Transit)
201 South Jackson Street, M.S. KSC-TR-0431
Seattle, WA 98104-3856
(206) 684-1166

Nature and Date of Final Action: Adoption of the Six-Year Plan by the Metropolitan King
' Count:_y Council in Winter 2001-2002. ‘

Licenses Required: No licenses are required before the King County Council adopts the Six-
Year Plan. Licenses required to implement specific components of the Six-Year Plan will be
identified in subsequent environmental review.

Previous Environmental Review: The Regional Transit System Plan FEIS identified and
compared the environmental impacts associated with three alternatives for expanding transit
facilities and service in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties through the year 2020, as well as a
No-Build Alternative that served as an environmental baseline. The Six-Year Plan represents a
transit service philosophy consistent with that articulated for the three build alternatives
considered in the System Plan FEIS, and particularly for the Transportation Systems
Management (TSM) and Transitway/TSM Alternatives. The TSM and Transitway/TSM
Alternatives identified a representative set of capital projects to support their transit service
philosophy, as well as generically characterizing other capital projects that would likely be
included in the program. The capital projects in the Six-Year Plan are consistent with the generic
projects described in the TSM and Transitway/TSM Alternatives. For these reasons, the Six-
Year Plan falls into the range of alternatives considered in the Regional Transit System Plan
FEIS. Consequently, its impacts would be the same as or less than those described in the FEIS
for those alternatives, and no supplemental EIS is required.

Type and Timing of Subsequent Environmental Review: This EIS Addendum is part of a
“phased” environmental review process. Each of the capital components of the Six-Year Plan
will be subject to project-level environmental review before it is implemented.

Proposed Implementation Date: Project-level environmental review of new capital projects-to
support the Six-Year Plan could begin following adoption of the Plan by the King County
Council. Phasing of capital projects and service changes would take place over the six-year .
period, depending on funding and prioritization of projects.

Location of Background Data: King County Transit Division, Service Development Section
King County Department of Transportation (Metro Transit)
201 South Jackson Street, 4th floor
Seattle, Washington '

Responsible Official: Rick Walsh, General Manager
King County Metro Transit Division
201 South Jackson Street, M.S. KSC-TR-0415
Seattle, WA 98104-3856
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" Contact Person: Gary Kriedt

' King County Metro Transit Division

201 South Jackson Street, M.S. KSC-TR-0431
Seattle, WA 98104-3856

(206) 684-1166

Addendum Issue Date: February 6, 2002

Cost of D_ocument: This Addendum is avéilable at no cost.
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Addendum to the Regional Transit System Plan Final EIS

Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 20022007

Relationship of Proposed Action to the Regional Transit System Plan

The Regional Transit System Plan FEIS considered three build alternatives for transit service and
capital improvements in the year 2020. Each build alternative included a Transportation Systems
Management (TSM) component to improve bus service in the three-county region covered by the
FEIS. Two of the alternatives, the TSM and Transitway/TSM Alternatives, relied on increases in
bus service and varying levels of capital investment to achieve transit goals in the region. The
System Plan FEIS clearly stated that these capital projects were representative of a broader range
of capital projects that could be proposed to meet the Plan’s goals.

Transit service improvements considered in the System Plan FEIS included all-day and more
frequent two-way service, with increased connections to regional transit routes and between
regional and other centers, as well as improved transit centers and new park-and-ride spaces.
Regional TSM capital improvements were to complete, expand, and enhance the freeway HOV
network, improve transit speed and reliability, provide better access to freeway HOV lanes, and
give HOVs priority on key arterial links to transit stations and park-and-ride lots. Community
TSM capital improvements would increase the security, convenience, reliability, and speed of
transit operations and would include passenger facilities and transit centers, intersection bypass
lanes and priority signalization, lighting, landscaping, widened sidewalks, and arterial
HOV/transit lane development. Bicycle access improvements were also proposed under all three
build alternatives. Implementation of the alternatives would take place over the period between
1994 and 2020.

The Six-Year Plan proposes a service program and identifies supporting capital improvements

for King County that are consistent with the TSM component of the three build alternatives in

the System Plan FEIS, and particularly with the TSM Alternative. The Six-Year Plan and its
impacts fall into the range of alternatives and impacts discussed in the System Plan FEIS and do -
not require additional environmental review on a programmatic level. Impacts of the service and
capital elements of the Plan are expected to be the same as or less than those described in the
System Plan FEIS. Capital projects identified to support the Six-Year Plan will still require
project-level environmental review, with associated opportunities for agency and public input,
before they can be implemented.

The objectives, strategies, and service and capital program proposed for the Six-Year Plan are
described in Six-Year Transit Development Plan for 20022007 and Six-Year Transit
Development Plan for 2001-2007: Appendices, available from King County Transit Division.
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\ SIX YEAR PLAN OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGIES

The Six-Year Plan has the following objectives through the year 2007 based on objectives
outlined in the Long-range Policy Framework for King County:

Objectives

* Increase Efficiency- Design and provide efficient service to major destinations and along
shared corridors through an integrated network of routes providing local and regional service
by King County Metro, Sound Transit, Community Transit, and Pierce Transit. Regularly
evaluate new and existing service performance against established measures of success.
Reinvest unsuccessful services consistent with the overall service concept.

* Support Growth Management Plans - Support growth management and increased transit use
by providing higher service levels to established urban and manufacturing/industrial activity
centers in King County. Provide and support transportation demand management actions in
conjunction with major employers, local jurisdictions, and other agencies.

o Increase Market Share - Increase the portion of trips by people using transit and ridesharing
within King County. Improve access to travel destinations by reconfiguring and adding new
services and pursuing innovative solutions and partnerships.

* Increase Mobility - Improve service and access to a broad range of travel destinations using
public transportation by reconfiguring current service, adding new services, and pursuing
innovative solutions and partnerships. Make improvements to the transit operating
environment in locations and along corridors where potential or actual high ridership exists
and where local jurisdictions provide the necessary supporting plans, policies, permits and/or
funding to do so.

Strategies

The following service and capital strategies are proposed to achieve plan objectives. Impacts of
the strategies are expected to be the same as or less than those described in the System Plan
FEIS.

Management Strategies
Strategy M-1

Establish a series of targets for measuring success in meeting the objectives of the Six-Year Plan
in each of four long-range policy areas. Evaluate progress using these targets periodically and at
the time of Six-Year Plan updates.

Strategy M-2

Regularly monitor customer satisfaction using measures that assess system changes and
improvements through regular surveys of riders and non-riders.
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Strategy C-4

Expand park-and-ride capacity in congested corridors with full or overcrowded park and ride
facilities. Use the Transit-oriented Development (TOD) program to further expand park-and-ride
opportunities through joint use of new parking capacity and financing partnerships.

Strategy C-5

Replace and expand the transit fleet so that the size, fleet mix, and individual fleet procurements
are consistent with service projections and operating characteristics. Achieve more efficient
operations using modern features including efficient propulsion systems, advanced maintenance
technologies and integrated on-board systems on transit coaches.

Strategy C-6

Expand transit operating base capacity as described in the King County Metro Facilities Master
Plan to support transit fleet growth projected to occur through the year 2020.

The rfollowing capital elements in the plan are expected to support the Six-Year Plan objectives.
Specific capital elements are subject to project-level environmental review before
implementation.

Park-and-Ride Expansion

The Plan includes the design and construction of approximately 6,000 new parking spaces at
park-and-ride lots. Of the 6,000 planned new spaces, about 3,000 represent projects and
partnerships with other jurisdictions lead by Sound Transit.

Passenger Facilities

The passenger facilities program will continue to focus efforts on providing critical facilities to
support service change needs. Improvements may include new and relocated bus shelters,
improved pedestrian and bicycle access to bus stops, consolidation of bus stops, improved
lighting and upgraded information and signage.

Transit Speed, Safety and Reliability

The Transit Speed, Safety, and Reliability Program will focus on implementing relatively low-
cost improvements along arterial corridors with high bus volumes and high ridership. Measures
may include transit signal priority or adjustments in signal timing, queue bypasses, bus stop
consolidation, bus bulbs, changes in lane configuration and exclusive bus lanes.
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" Transit-Oriented Development

Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) projects bring residential and commercial activity together
with transit interests to share development costs and to maximize the effect of the public
investment. Identification and realization of joint development potential is done on a project-by-
project basis. The King County Department of Transportation has been working on bus-related
TOD joint-development projects since 1998.

King County projects have been recently completed or are under way in the cities of Redmond,
Renton and Seattle. Potential projects are located in a number of locations in King County. The
county is investigating TOD feasibility in Burien, Kenmore, Kent and Shoreline. The mix of
uses in King County’s TOD projects includes transit centers, park-and-ride lots, off-street bus
layover facilities, and residential, Institutional, retail, office, hotel and entertainment uses.
Project concepts range from 308 apartments above a park-and- ride lot in Redmond to four
skyscrapers above an underground bus-layover facility in downtown Seattle.

Transit Fleet Procurement

The transit fleet will increase by approximately 200 vehicles from 2002 to 2007. The transit fleet
through the year 2007 includes the following:

* Replacement of the dual-powered tunnel bus fleet (that fleet will reach the end of its
projected useful life in 2002- 2003).

* Replacement of the articulated electric trolley bus fleet (that fleet will reach the end of its
projected useful life in 2005).

* Consideration of low-floor buses (low-floor buses are becoming more widely used due to
operational, safety, and accessibility advantages over conventional standard-floor coaches).

‘o Potential conversion to low-sulfur diesel fuel (conversion of most of the existing diesel fleet
to low-sulfur diesel fuel should be completed in 2003).

Vanpool Fleet Expahsion

The vanpool fleet is expected to expand by 40 vans per year, not including any assumptions for
expanded growth due to new initiatives.

ADA Paratransit Fleet Requirements

Approximately 270 ADA paratransit vans will be needed by 2007 to support the ADA paratransit
service program. This represents a reduction in the size of the paratransit van fleet from 279
vehicles today. This reduction is a result of 1999 policy modifications designed to encourage use
of regular bus service by some mobility-impaired customers.

Maintenance Base Expansion

Expansion of maintenance bases (North, East, Bellevue, Central, Atlantic, Ryerson and South
maintenance bases) and/or construction of a new base is required to support planned increases in
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bus service. The Central/Atlantic Base Expansion project and the Ryerson Base Bus Parking

Expansion project will address current and projected capacity constraints in the 2002 to 2007
timeframe.

Implementation Strategies
Strategy IM-1

Investment Priorities: For the period 2002 to 2007, available operating resources shall be‘
invested in:

A) Higher priority— Provide up to 65,000 annual service hours of new service resources or re- -
invest existing resources for the following purposes:

1) Selected new or expanded park-and-ride locations in King County identified in Strategy
IM-2; :

1i) Services with overcrowding or showing the highest potential for growth in ridership.
' These include but may not be limited to those core network services identified as priority
investment connections;

iii) Re-investment and restructuring of services to integrate with Sound Transit Regional
Express and Sounder programs

B) Lower priority — Provide new or re-invest existing bus service resources in the following
amounts and for the following purposes:

1) Use up to 100,000 annual service hours, including those investments resulting from
implementation of Strategy IM-1, Section A) i), to improve additional peak period-
services, respond to ridership growth in key corridors or to selected destinations with
high peak period ridership potential;

11) Use up to 200,000 annual service hours, including those investments resulting from
implementation of Strategy IM-1 Section A) i1), to improve span of service and
frequency towards 2007 target levels on the core network services identified as priority
investment connections;

iii) Use up to 100,000 annual service hours, in addition to those investments resulting from
implementation of Strategy IM-1.A to improve services identified as subarea priorities in
the subarea-based community planning process.

Strategy IM-2

Optimize the timing and implementation of service and capital investments to maximize the
efficient use of transit resources in meeting public transportation goals. Phase service to match
completion dates of planned park-and-ride expansions, start-up of new Sound Transit services
and to complete service investments consistent with priorities identified in Strategy IM-1 as new,
sustainable service resources allow.
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" Strategy IM-3

The implementation of transit service hours as stated in strategy IM-1 and IM-2 above shall use
the following framework for transit service allocation.

With the completion of the first 200,000 annual hours of service investments described in
Strategy IM-1, each King County Metro planning subarea would receive a share of actual service
hours implemented as follows: East 40%, South 40% and Seattle/North King County 20%.
Subsequent new service investments identified in Strategy IM-1 will be made to result in this
40%/40%/20% allocation when 400,000 annual hours of new resources are in place.

Strategy IM-4

Conduct community planning processes in which transit riders, local jurisdictions,
unincorporated area councils, employers, and educational institutions participate in the design
and implementation of significant changes to existing service. Use service and capital strategies
consistent with the service priorities described in Strategy IM-1. Involve the community, local
jurisdictions and subarea groups in the development of recommendations for periodic updates of
the Six-Year Plan. Utilize overall roles and responsibilities as identified.

Financial Str\ategies
Strategy F-1

Pursue a combination of farebox and other operating revenue to maintain a bus operating
revenue-to-operating expense ratio of at least 25 percent.

Strategy F-2

Pursue grants to fund projects that have been identified as necessary to support system service
priorities or maintain the system as outlined in the plan.

Strategy F-3

Pursue opportunities for partnerships and economic development with communities, employers,
other transit agencies, federal and state governments and vendors to expand resources to support
transit services and supporting capital facilities. '
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